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Foreword 



T his is a work that comes out of many years of thought 
and research on the part of Dr. Bahulikar and myself. 
We wanted to write on something that was important and 
relevant to present-day practical Hinduism and yet had 
medieval if not ancient roots in the Hindu tradition. Also, 
another incentive was that very little had been done by way 
of research works in English in this particular area. 

The gods Visnu and Siva in their opposition to each 
other to garner support from among their devout followers 
to become the Supreme Deity of Classical Hinduism reaches 
its intellectual peak in the works of the four authors on 
whose erudite polemical treatises that this work of ours is 
based on. 

The theological opposition between the gods Visnu 
and Siva has its roots going back to Vedic times. Visnu is a 
solar and celestial deity. He is the replacement for Varuna 
who was the chief celestial deity of the Vedic pantheon. 
Siva, on the other hand, who is identified with the Vedic 
god Rudra, was a storm and atmospheric deity. He is the 
replacement for Indra who, in opposition to Varuna, was the 
chief atmospheric deity of the Vedic pantheon. Thus, Visnu 
and Siva are merely carrying on the fight for supremacy as 
their Vedic predecessors Varuna and Indra had done in the 
earlier Vedic times. In the earliest Indo-European period in 
South Asia, when the northernmost Indians and Iranians 
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were one people, one of the reasons for the split between 
the Vedic Indians and Avestan Iranians was perhaps over 
the issue of whom to acknowledge as the chief of the deities. 
The Avestan Iranians eventually chose Varuna, and Vedic 
Indians chose Indra who became the chief of the gods in later 
Hinduism. Visnu and Siva soon rose to prominence with 
the rise of the Bhakti period of post-Buddhistic Hinduism. 
These four authors represent the peak of that intense rivalry 
among the followers of Visnu and Siva in the late Bhakti 
era. The common saying among the followers of a certain 
brand of Vaisnavism that one ought not to enter the shrine 
of Siva (which, in their view, is akin to an impure precincts 
of a cemetery) even if being chased by an elephant, or the 
equally trenchant saying among the followers of a certain 
brand of Saivism that one ought to ring a bell near his or 
her ear every time the horrible and unholy name of Visnu 
is heard; or the unabashed and caustic remark of a certain 
Saiva canonical poet: "smack that one, hard on the cheek, 
that says that Hari [Visnu] and Hara [Siva] are one and the 
same", all very clearly show the populist influences that 
authors like these must have had on the devout and overly 
partisan followers of Visnu and Siva respectively. 

Most of the arguments of the four authors center 
around certain passages of the Svetasvatara Upanisad and 
the linguistically and grammatically technical gymnastics 
around the various ways that the term "narayana" can 
be interpreted. Perhaps these authors never looked at the 
doubting and faith-challenging phrase found in that very 
upanisad that they argue so much about. It is the phrase: 
"kasmai devaya havisa vidhema" [Svetasvatara Upanisad 
IV:13] meaning "to what god shall we offer our oblations?" 



Foreword 
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By looking at the title and perhaps after reading this 
book, if one comes from a non-Hindu background, one 
perhaps will feel that neither of these gods is the Supreme 
Being, and that it is definitely their particular deity [whoever 
that be] who is the true Supreme Being. Even among the 
sectarian Hindus, there is a third option, i.e., the Saktas who 
regard the Mother-Goddess, Sakti or Durga, as the Supreme 
Being. Theism, particularly monotheism, is not without its 
faults and pitfalls. Last but not least, there are within the 
Hindu fold the Advaitins who hold that the Supreme is the 
Absolute beyond name, form, attributes, etc., and outside 
the Hindu fold, the Taoists who hold an almost similar view 
with regard to the Tao. 

Perhaps, the best solution is the Buddhist one which 
regards everything as impermanent [anitya] and essenceless 
[anatman] or lacking being. Everything is becoming. So, 
when there is no being, it is useless to talk about a Supreme 
Being. The brilliance of the teachings of the Enlightened 
One is not without its attractions. 

Yet in spite of all this, one must admire the learned 
authors of these excellent treatises, especially Vijayendra 
Tirtha and Appayya Diksita, in terms of the depth of their 
erudition, the zeal of their faith and for the courage of their 
convictions. 

I hope that the Vaisnava and the Saiva traditions will 
continue to engage, enrich, enliven and enlighten each other 
to seek harmony and common ground in the future. 

I would like to thank Mr. Stephen Mulcare of Georgia 
who with his expert knowledge in the Mac and the PC 
systems was able to convert all my files from an outdated 
to a current format. Without his technical savvy, this work 
would not have been where it is today. For that, I also would 
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like to thank Mr. Jonathan Mulcare, my graduate student 
in Hindi, who was the one who put me in touch with his 
brother in Georgia. 

I would like to thank our editor Mr. Ashok Butani, 
our printer Mr. Tarun Beri, our editorial proofreader Mr. 
B.D. Diwan, and last but not least our publishers, Messers 
Yashpal, Vinod and Salil Mahajan of Nataraj Books, 
Springfield, VA, USA. 

Finally, it is to Dr. Bahulikar, whose co-author I am, that 
all the credit goes for so arduously working and patiently 
putting up with someone like me. In a work of this scope, 
size and nature, there are bound to be errors in spelling, 
style and syntax. We, as authors, crave the indulgence of the 
readers in this matter. 



B. N. Hebbar 

A subha divasa between 
Mahasivaratrl and 
Vaikuntha EkadasI 2011 
The George Washington University 
Washington DC 



PART A 

THE VAISNAVA PERSPECTIVE 

• • 

Based on the rendering of the 

PARATATTVAPRAKASIKA 

of 

VIJAYENDRA TIRTHA 
(1514-1595 CE) 

[A Madhva-Vaisnava Pontiff] 



ParatattvaprakAsikA of 
V lJAYENDRA TlRTHA 



T he statements explaining the cause of the world such 
as "sadeva saumya idam agra asit" [Chandogya 
Upanisad VI:2:1], "brahma va idam agra asit" 
[Brhadaranyaka Upanisad 1:4:10, Maitri Upanisad VI:17], 
"atma va idamekaivagra asit" [Aitareya Upanisad 1:1:1], 
etc., are heard to exist in the Vedas which are accepted 
by all respectable people as authorities because of their 
eternally faultless nature. Similarly, statements such 
as "yato va imani bhutani jayante yena janani jivanti 
yatprayantyabhisamvisanti tadvijijnasasva tadbrahma" 
[Taittiriya Upanisad 111:1:1], "atmavare drastavyah srotavyo 
mantavyo nididhyasitavyah" [Brhadaranyaka Upanisad 
11:4:5, IV:5:6], "brahmavidapnoti param" [Taittiriya 

Upanisad 11:1:1], "tarati sokamatmavit" [Chandogya 
Upanisad VII: 1:3], "tamevam vidvan amrta iha bhavati 
nanyah pantha vidyate'yanaya" [Rgveda X:90:17], etc., 
point out the curiosity about Brahman and they state its 
knowledge to be the means of achieving moksa. And of 
knowledge other than that do not lead to moksa. 

With the sruti "sarve veda yatpadamamananti" [Katha 
Upanisad 1:2:15] meaning "whose abode is described by all 
the Vedas" and by the Vedanta Sutras 111:3:1; because of 
these two authorities, it is necessary that there's only one 
subject of all the statements concerning the origin of the 
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world. The word "sat" that exists in these statements is a 
common word because it is common to both large and small. 
The word "brahma" also is common because its meaning 
covers both the sentient and the insentient. And the word 
"atman" also has the meaning of both Supreme Self and 
individual self. Because it is a common word, it does not 
evoke any specific aspect such as this water, etc. Thus they 
say "naiveha kihcanagra asit", "amulamanadhara imah 
prajah prajayante", "divyo deva eko narayanah", "eko ha 
vai narayana asinnabrahma nesanah" [Maha Upanisad I], 
"devah vai svargalokamagaman te deva rudramaprcchan 
ko bhavaniti sobravldahamekah prathamamasam (bhutasya 
jatah patireka asit) vartami ca bhavisyami ca nanyah 
kascinmato vyatiriktah", "hiranyagarbhassamavartatagre", 
etc., because the word "narayana", etc., which exists in the 
statements describing the origin of the universe denote 
the characteristic of a special sentient being which is not 
common to others. Because many other sentient beings are 
referred to as stated by the words "narayana", etc., they do 
not at all express it. The chagapasunyaya is stated because 
all the separate beings are indicated as one by those who 
expect that all the different terms such as "narayana", 
etc., end in the specific. The common terms such as "sat", 
"brahma", etc., that are also expected to end in something 
specific. And with this chagapasunyaya, it is intended to 
end in one specific thing. Because there are many sentient 
beings, existence is expressed by the word "narayana", 
etc., And here, it is not possible to end in one. Because 
of that, if there will be a doubt that the words like "sat", 
"brahma", etc., which exist in the karanavakyas which are 
just mentioned before, the doubt is whether they refer to 
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"narayana", "rudra" or "hiranyagarbha"? When there's 
such a doubt, in order to prove, they all refer to "narayana" 
only, I will start this discussion. 

Just as the white umbrella, etc., is a sign of a sovereign, 
similarly the origin and creation of the universe, etc., which 
is established by these srutis and sutras "yato va imani 
bhutani jayante" [Taittiriya Upanisad 111:1:1] and "om 
janmadyasya yatah om" [Brahma Sutras 1:1:2] is the object 
of knowledge of those who desire emancipation. Because 
the Supreme Brahman which is expressed by the Supreme 
Principle is of an unusual attribute, "nakirindratva uttaro 
na jyayamasti vrtrahan", "nakireva yathatvam", "isanam 
asyajagatsvardrsamisanamindratasthusah", "natvavam 
anyo divyo na parthivo na jato na janisyate", "yadva 
pravrddhasatve te visvasyadindra uttarah", "indro 
yatovadhitasya raja", "tvamagne indro vrsabhassatamasi. 
tvamagre rudro asuro mahodivah. visvedeva namasyan", 
"tvamagnetvatamasi tacchivamsam", "agnirmukham 
prathamo devanam", "agniragre prathamo devatanam", 
"sarvadevatah surya atma jagata stasthusca", "rajanau 
va etau devatanam yadagrusomau", "citram devanam", 
"hamsasrucisat", "ya ima visvabhuvanani jihva", etc., now 
whatever great glory is being described in these mantras 
and arthavadas is common to other deities also just as 
elephants, horses are also the wealth of ministers and not 
just the king's only. There although in the mantras and 
arthavadas cited here and many others which have not 
been cited, the meaning that is expressed by the words 
"common" and "specific" which are alternatives mentioned 
by contradictory terms. There is no conflict in stating of the 
characteristic in the form of being the main cause of the 
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universe that particular meaning being in the form of the 
Supreme Truth which is the object of knowledge by the 
salvation-seekers. Therefore there is no argument about it. 
There is no occasion to discuss it. 

In spite of this, there is no occasion to consider it. In 
order to reconcile directly or indirectly these statements in 
one entity there is suddenly an occasion to think about it. 
The objects of the meanings are different by nature because 
of the derivative difference in the meanings of those words 
which are grasped by the statements made by using words 
contradictory in meaning such as "Narayana", 'Tsana", 
"Hiranyagarbha", etc., which are not alternative words. 
If we accept the Ultimate Reality as being the One and 
without any superior as described in "ekamevadvitlyam" 
[Chandogya Upanisad VT:2:l-2], etc., there will be a problem 
of differentiation and over-pervasion of its definition. If you 
accept the supreme principle then there is an applicability 
of difference. In order to remove that doubt in the topic 
whether Rudra is the only Supreme Principle or whether 
Narayana is the one or Hiranyagarbha is like that because 
they all share the same characteristics. Therefore, one has 
to think about the Supreme Principle. Thus, Bhagavan 
Vedavyasa has said "athato brahmajijnasa" [Brahma Sutra 
1:1:1]. "athato" one might say there is no need to discuss it, 
because it is possible to comprehend the Supreme Principle 
which is indicated by indicative statements such as "yato 
va imani..." [Taittiriya Upanisad 111:1:1], etc., to the inquirer 
of the Supreme Truth which is the object of the worship of 
the salvation seekers just as he who wishes to know the 
meaning of the term "cow" comprehends the object by 
the indicative words that cow is an animal which has a 
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dewlap. Because it is comprehended only by the authority 
that is dependent on the word and the word itself. Because 
it is not possible to show the indicated object directly, it 
is necessary to comprehend it, only through indicative 
words. Right from the beginning it is indicated, therefore 
there is no need to have a statement about another laksana. 
Now if you say that it can be understood by another 
indicative statement only, then the problem is, it cannot 
be comprehended by the other statement also. Then you 
add a third indicative statement. There also it is the same 
problem. It leads to the fallacy of infinite regress. Because 
there is no difference in these indicative statements there 
will be lack of determination. Still the definition among the 
meanings of the words "Brahma", "Rudra," "Narayana", 
etc., is established because of the specific characteristics 
in the srutis. Even in the sentences in which the words 
"Rudra", "Hiranyagarbha", etc., express these specific 
meanings, one recognizes the sign of the Supreme Principle 
which is the origin of the universe. There is definitely a 
need to consider this because it is not possible to reconcile 
statements without consideration. Even then, in sentences 
which contain the terms 'Rudra', 'Hiranyagarbha', etc., 
which express specific meanings, one recognizes the sign 
of Supreme Principle which is the origin of the universe. 
There is definitely a need to consider this because it is not 
possible to reconcile statements without consideration. Is 
a characteristic common to special sentient beings such as 
Rudra, Hiranyagarbha, Narayana, etc., as the shapes 'large' 
or 'round' are common to 'blue' or 'yellow' jars, or is it 
a property of only one among them like the property of 
'jarness'? It is possible such a doubt may arise. Therefore, 
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for determining that it is a property of only one deity, it 
is necessary to reconcile the statements containing specific 
terms expressing those meanings. It is not possible to do 
that without consideration. Therefore, there is scope for 
consideration. 

Although one can say that there is no need to discuss 
the meaning of this because it is possible to determine that 
"Narayana" is the meaning of the names like "Rudra", 
"Hiranyagarbha", etc., that appear in the karana vakyas just 
as the word "narayana" appears because the srutis "namani 
visvabhih nasamti..." "namani sarvam yamavisanti" 
because these Srutis will mention that the absence of names 
other than that of Visnu is known, and he is known as the 
main meaning of all the names by the sruti "yam sarvani 
namani avisanti". In part of the smrti "namani visvabhih 
nasamti loke" can be derived as "that which can be seen 
before the creation of the world consisting of names and 
forms". With the consideration of the srutis "nama rupe 
vyakarvani", "namanikritvani abhivadam yadaste", etc., 
with that derivation or being known in the term "loka" it is 
used in the sense of the "universe" or "people". Therefore, 
it is possible to explain the meaning of the word "loka" 
as expressing the absense of name of the part of the smrti 
"namani sarvani yam avisanti" the meaning of the word 
"sarva" can be described as in the sense of the ordinary 
word "sarva" [all] like the word "sarva" in the sentences 
such as "sarvebhyo kamebhyo darsapurnamasa", on "new- 
moon and full-moon are for all desires". It is not possible 
to make a definitive decision by examining the sentence 
"sivovisnu mahesvara... etad nama satakam p unyam... 
Siva, Mahesvara, Rudra, Visnu, Pitamaha, Samsaravaidya, 
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Sarvajna and Paramatma, these eight names of Siva destroy 
all sin. By considering this statement the word "Visnu" 
is used to express the well known §iva. Does this smrti 
prohibit the main meaning of those names other than 
Visnu? or Whether it intends to express the name, or the 
possessor of the name, the presence or the absence of the 
name, or the possessor of the name in the world before 
the creation of the world of names, or did it intend to say 
that the name of Visnu only as the main meaning? Or all 
the specific names have the main meaning? In this matter 
also in order to make a decision one needs to think. There 
is always a need to discuss when one has to decide the 
meaning of a smrti. 

But even then only these two parts of the smrti should 
be discussed. One need not discuss all the karanavakyas. 
Because if you consider these two parts of the smrti only 
then the main meaning of the words "Rudra", etc., that 
appear in their part which is about the origin is Visnu 
only, not anyone else. It is possible to determine that. If 
you say that is true with this smrti, that it is prescribed 
like the study of all the Vedas, the whole Veda should be 
discussed. If a remedy is done, it does not harm another 
remedy. Therefore like the two parts of cited smrti, the 
other statements should be discussed for the determination 
because they are also worthy of respect. Therefore there is 
a reason for discussing all the karanavakyas. 

Some who consider themselves vaiddikas accept that 
the form of Rudra is the Ultimate Principle which is an 
object of knowledge to salvation seekers. Others think that 
Hiranyagarbha is the Ultimate Principle. Those who follow 
the path of "srlmat purnapramatidesika sarvabhauma" 
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say that Narayana is the Ultimate Reality. Now, those who 
consider that Rudra is the Ultimate Truth, that is what they 
think. The origin of the universe established by the terms 
"sat", "brahma", etc. In the karanavakyas from the sruti, 
"sadeva saumya idam agra asit" [Chandogya Upanisad 
VI:2:1], "brahmaiva idam agrasit" [Brhadaranyaka 
Upanisad 1:4:10, Maitri Upanisad VI:17], "yato va imani 
bhutani jayante" [Taittiriya Upanisad 111:1:1], atmavaidam 
eka eva agra asit" [Aitareya Upanisad 1:1:1] is the same 
Ultimate Truth in the form of Rudra that is understood 
as a sentient being by the examination of statements: 
"kamya bahusyam prajayayeti" [Taittiriya Upanisad 11:6:1], 
"tadaiksata bahusya prajayayeti" [Chandogya Upanisad 
VL2:3], etc. 

Those brahmavadins who generally accept this that 
there is something that exists as some source of the Creation 
of the universe as a foundation of everything and which 
is expressed by the words "sat", etc., by the examination 
of the quoted statements. With the sentences there is 
something that exists which is the foundation of all and the 
source of the creation of the world such as "kim karanam 
brahma kutasmatjata..." [Svetasvatara Upanisad 1:1] by 
their statements, etc., which means whether Brahma the 
source of the universe is in the form of a deity? With that 
question what is this origin of Brahma this is mentioned in 
the Svetasvataropanisad . 

Expressing doubt about whether it is in the form 
of a deity, in order to refute that doubt, it is specifically 
expressed only with the question "samyuktam etat ksaram 
aksaramca vyaktavyaktam ... visvam isah" [Svetasvatara 
Upanisad 1:8]. Starting with this smrti which uses the name 
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"isana" which is specific to Siva "yada'tamas tan na diva 
na ratir na ... tadaksaram ... prasrta purani" [Svetasvatara 
Upanisad IV: 18]. With these mantras they have said that 
Brahman is Rudra which is another name of Siva. Those 
who wish to resolve the common words "sat", etc., into 
something specific, they all end in Rudra. 

Now if you say that "Narayanarupa" itself is 
established by such statement as "eko vai Narayana aslt" in 
Mahopanisad, let it be . Because of the lack of any other specific 
reason, that would refer to Siva only. If you say that, that is 
not so, because this statement contains the words "havai" 
and therefore it is an explanatory repetition and by itself 
it cannot establish anything specific. Moreover with these 
statements "jatah param brahmaparam ... vidyate'yanaya", 
they have denied that there is any other knowledge that 
is a means of moksa and stated that only knowledge of 
Siva leads to the Ultimate Reality. And that which can 
be grasped by the knowledge gained from the means of 
moksa is the Ultimate Reality. Therefore it proves that the 
Ultimate Reality is Siva. Thus "hrt pundarikam . . . visokam" 
[Kaivalya Upanisad 6], "umasahayam paramesvaram ..." 
[Kaivalya Upanisad 7]. Beginning with these quotations, 
it is established that this entity that is meditated upon is 
Siva among the specific words "umasahaya", etc.. With the 
statements in Kaivalyopanisad which correspond with said 
meaning "jnatva tarn mrtymatyeti" [Kaivalya Upanisad 9], 
"namah panthah vimuktaye" these statements also become 
reconciled. Now one should not say that Purusasukta which 
is referring to Narayana and which refutes that any other 
knowledge other than of Narayana is a means towards 
mukti by the statement "tamevam vidvanmrta ... ayanaya 
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vidyate" [Rgveda X:90:17] and it is said that Narayana 
who is knowledge, is the means towards moksa. Therefore 
the determination that Siva is the ultimate reality, the 
object of knowledge to the salvation-seekers, is not correct. 
There is no valid proof that the statement is only meant 
for Narayana. And it is justifyable that Purusasukta is for 
Paramasiva. With the smrti of the specific name Isana, in the 
statement "hriscate Laksmlsca patnyau" [Rgveda X:90:24] 
His position as the husband of LaksmI appears as second 
in sequence. And therefore it is not as strong. Therefore it 
does not justify that Purusasukta is about Narayana. 

Now in the Narayanopanisad there is a statement 
"puruso ha vai ... narayana rudro jayate". Hiranyagarbha, 
who is the source of all beings arose from Narayana. In this 
statement it is said that Rudra arose after Him. And because 
Narayana is inherent in the subsequent creations, therefore 
it is not possible to consider Rudra as the origin. Now if you 
say that it is not possible to understand Brahma, the source 
of the Universe as the Rudra, it is not so. In AtharvaSiras 
"deva ha vai svargam ... vyatiriktam". In this smrti it is 
understood that Rudra was at the beginning of All, the 
other (Narayana) is not understood to be so. Rudra who is 
considered the effect of Narayana in the Narayanopanisad 
is other than the Rudra who is understood to be the soul 
of everything and the source of everything. Therefore it is 
suitable to consider Siva as the essence and discard that 
anyone else can be the essence other than Siva. According 
to the statement in Svetasvataropanisad IV:18 in the mantra 
"yada'tamas" it is said that at the beginning of the Creation 
Siva was the only one (Siva eva kevalah) . Otherwise the 
word "kevalah" would become futile. Moreover if you 
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think that Parasiva is the creation of Narayana, then several 
statements in Atharvasikha cannot be reconciled. Now the 
statement in Atharvasikha "matha hainam ... dhyanam 
dhyayitavyam" shows Rudra as the Lord of those questions 
and in all statements, "dhyata rudah pranam manasi ... 
pradhyapitavyah". In this statement it describes Isana as the 
object of meditation. And with "sarvam idam brahmavisnu 
... samprastiyanta" [Atharvasikha Upanisad 2]. And with 
the statement "sarvani ... sahabhutai" Brahma, Visnu, 
Rudra, Indra are equated with the sense organs. Therefore 
their creation from Rudra cannot be explained. But if he is 
considered as different, then the arising of Brahma, Visnu 
and Rudra, who are inherent in the trigunas, from Him, then 
there is no conflict. Therefore with the smrti "narayanad 
brahma jayate" the narayana arising from Parasiva is 
mentioned as equal to Himself according to the Sivapurana 
statement which will be mentioned and amplified later. 
Also, the four headed Brahma who is the secondary cause 
in these three arisen forms is sometimes in specific places 
mentioned as the creator. Based on that, there is no space 
for doubt that He is the cause of the whole universe like 
Parasiva expressed as Sambhu in smrtis like "karanantu 
dheya". Now how can you say that we expressed by the 
word "Visnu" arising from Rudra when He is tne creator 
of Parasiva. It is not possible to justify that Visnu and 
Rudra are mutually creators and created at the same time 
of Creation, etc. Therefore in "karanantu dhyeyas sarvai ... 
sambhurakasamadhya", Rudra who is expressed as Isana 
who is the cause is referred to by the word "Sambhu" 
which is specific to Parasiva, so that Rudra who is the effect 
is excluded. Therefore it is appropriate that in statements 
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"sarvamidam Brahmavisnu ... sahabh'tair". In that 
statement, Brahma, Visnu, Rudra and Indra are specifically 
mentioned by name in order to point out their prominence 
among the gods. And being equal to the sense organs of 
the creatures, they are explained as born from the Supreme 
Lord. They are not considered as objects of meditation. Now 
in the statement "karanantu dheyayam", the description of 
Siva as being the possessor of all the powers and being 
the lord of all is' appropriate. Moreover, if Rudra is not 
considered as the Supreme Truth which is the source of all 
the universe, then the statements from Svetasvataropanisad 
"yo devanam ... Hiranyagrabha pasyata ..." [Svetasvatara 
Upanisad IV:12] which describe that Hiranyagarbha, the 
source of the whole universe was born from him. This 
statement cannot be explained. This mantra which is 
focused on Siva, is not secondary reiteration of a statement 
from Narayanopanisad, "narayanad ... jayate" because 
then it is not possible to explain the rise of Hiranyagarbha 
from Rudra. The words "Rudra" and "Narayana" are not 
interchangable. If the creation of Hiranyagarbha from Rudra 
cannot be explained then, it is not possible to explain many 
statements connected to it as secondary. With this statement, 
even when He is referred to. He has another name. In the 
Purvatantra, this is considered as preceptive statement 
according to "vacanad isti purvatvam". If you explain 
the word "Rudra" in "visvadhiko rudram" as indicating 
"Narayana", then it is not right to say that because in the 
statement "yadagneya ... bhavati", the words agneya, etc., 
can be easily indicative of some other meaning; therefore 
there may be an undesired predicament considered as 
repetitive. Moreover, if the word "Rudra" is indicative of 
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the word "Narayana", then the mantra "yo devanam iti" 
which leads to Him will be considered as repetitive. And 
if it is proved to be a repetition, then as mentioned before, 
the word "Rudra" in that mantra will become indicative 
of "Narayana". Then, there will be the fallacy of reciprocal 
dependence. 

Now it is not possible to consider both Rudra and 
Narayana as creators at the same time as Hiranyagarbha is 
the cause of the world. It is necessary to consider one or the 
other because of the two in the previously cited statements 
as indicator of the other. Therefore we should accept that 
the word Rudra indicates Narayana. If you say that, that's 
not so. It is possible to consider both as the Creators of 
the world because of the difference in the kalpa, as in the 
case of "anda" and "padma". Now some people have 
understood that this mantra is about Siva, and still they 
explain that the great sage Rudra, great seer, who is able to 
witness the happenings in all times with his power of yoga 
saw Hiranyagarbha being bom before his own birth from 
Narayana. If you say that, it is not so. Svetasvataropanisad 
mentions Rudra himself as the father of the Hiranyagarbha 
with the mantra "yo devanam ... purva" there also with 
the aparimitadhikarananyaya, if someone explains it as the 
sage Rudra saw Hiranyagarbha being born from himself, 
there is nothing to refute that explanation. Therefore in 
the Purvatantra the passage "adhikam ... sannidhanat", 
it is shown that when it is said give one, give six, give 
twelve, give twenty-four, give hundred, give thousand, 
unlimited, etc., in the smrti which mentions different types 
of fees, the word "aparimita" is associated as the common 
word denoting "much" and it ends in showing more than 
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thousand in the context of the nearby word thousand. 
Therefore it is possible in this context also that the word 
"Hiranyagarbha" which refers to the offspring that is 
dependent on the procreator ends in being the offspring of 
Rudra. Because Rudra is the meaning of the nearby word 
Isana. 

Now if you say in the passage "ambhasyapara" from 
the first chapter of the Mahanarayanopanisad, the specific 
word "Narayana" is used, and therefore, this statement or 
Upanisad is not about Siva. That is not so. In the previous 
statement "anoranlyan" [Mahanarayanopanisad 8] with 
the upakramadhikarananyaya, there is a smrti which 
is not contradictory. Therefore, they had begun to speak 
of Siva only. "Visvadhiko ... maharse", "yo vedadam ... 
prokta", "ya pratah maheSvara". In the first two citations 
the form "Mahesvara" is used as a reference to Him only, 
because that smrti ends in the term "Rudra". Therefore to 
summarize the purvapaksa view: 

Lord Siva is the object of the knowledge of all Vedantas 
because He is the source of the universe. He is inherent in 
everything and He is the giver of moksa, therefore He is 
the one who is expressed by the terms "sat", "brahma", 
etc. And He is the Ultimate Reality which is the object 
of knowkedge of the salvation-seekers. Here we say that 
the Ultimate Reality which is the object of knowledge 
to salvation-seekers is Narayana only. Because of the 
several sentences from Mahopanisad such as "eko ha vai 
narayana ... srilapanih puruso jayate" at the beginning 
of the Creation, Brahma and Isana were not in existence. 
Only Narayana existed. He is known as the origin of Isana 
and the prominent god caturmukha Brahma is the cause of 
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the world. Therefore, He is understood as the cause of the 
world together with Brahmadeva and Isana. 

Only the source of the whole universe is understood to 
be the Ultimate Reality which is the object of knowledge to 
salvation-seekers. It is not correct to say that Brahma and 
Isana who did not exist at that time are the source or cause of 
the whole universe, just as Narayana who was in existence 
at that time. We do not see any smrti that specifically refutes 
the existence of Narayana at the beginning of Creation as 
in the case of Brahmadeva and Siva. We do not see any 
smrti by which we can accept an arrangement that Brahma, 
Isana and Narayana, all three of them can be considered 
the source of the universe according to the difference in 
the kalpa. There is no special reason. The statements in 
Atharvasiras and S ve ta s v a ta r op a n i s a d "nanyah kascin 
... vyatiriktah", "eko rudro ... ", "Siva eva kevalah", 
there is general negation like "nasadasid na sadasid". 
It is appropriate to consider the negation of the specific 
entity also. Or of qualities of some other prescribed entity. 
Otherwise there will be a predicament of understanding 
that Brahma and darkness which one understood in the 
rest of the sentence "anldavatam ... asld" as the object of 
general negation by "nasadasid". 

With the statement "deva ha vai lokam ..." in the 
Athavasiras it is seen that Isana which is expressed by the 
word "Rudra" also existed at the beginning of Creation. 
Then Isana who was specifically emphasized was 
specifically negated by the smrti "Isanasya Isane". Thus 
there is an alternative like Sodasagrahanagrahana. Then 
being and non-being of Isana can be explained according 
to the difference in kalpa. In which kalpa is He there at the 
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beginning of Creation like Narayana during the Creation 
of that kalpa? Because of the lack of His absence, Isana 
also has to be considered the cause of the universe just 
like Narayana. In this case, how is it that that's not over 
pervasion of the characteristic of Ultimate Reality in the 
form of being the cause of the universe? One should not 
say that. Because one should not resort to vikalpa which is 
faulty because of the eight faults. The word Rudra which 
appears in the Atharvasiras will be explained as imminent 
or by indication of the cause of the whole world together 
with Brahma, Isana, etc. Because of that the said smrti can 
be understood as being about Narayana only. The smrti 
"nesana" negates specifically the existence of Rudra at the 
beginning of creation and asserts the existence of Narayana. 
Thus the lack of any other explanation is the reason for 
the indication. In the said statement from Atharvasiras, 
the sentence about Rudra tells about his own importance. 
Therefore to determine its meaning one should see the 
view of the worthy people. That will probably resolve the 
problem of the alternatives. It is not appropriate to resort 
to vikalpa in the case of those of unequal importance, or let 
there be the alternative. Now in the case of the acceptance 
of vikalpa even then when there is non-existence of Isana at 
the time of Creation, during that creation if he is considered 
as equal to Narayana, then it is not possible to explain Him 
as the cause of the whole universe together with Brahma, 
Isana, etc. He will be bom from that. And there will not be 
over pervasion of Narayana who is the Ultimate Reality in 
the form of the origin of the whole Creation. When Rudra is 
created after Narayana, it will be contradictory to mention 
Him as the source. Thus this refutation of the view that 
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Rudra who is mentioned in the smrti being the creation 
of Narayana is different from the Parasiva expressed by 
the word Isana who is immanent in the three images made 
of guna. Because he is negated by the smrti "nesana iti" 
as being at the beginning of Creation by the specific use 
of the word "Isana". And He is the same who should be 
accepted as the creation of Narayana mentioned in the smrti 
"idamtarhi ... asminnaditya". In this smrti which mentions 
the name "Hara" which is specific to Siva, tells of his being 
bom from Prajapati who was born from Narayana. With 
this argument that the passages in the Narayanopanisad 
and Mahopanisad are only repetitive because of their use 
of the words "ha" and "vai" and therefore do not assert or 
negate. That argument is refuted. 

Like "yadagneyadi" sentence which is with upabandha 
"yat" which denotes the meaning which was not expressed 
before. The sentence with upabandha "ha" and" vai" in 
"eko vai narayana ..." also is not repetitive. Or let it be 
repeated. Even then there is no problem. Repetition should 
be made either for assertion or negation. There it is not 
possible to see that karanavakya which mentions another 
god with a separete meaning was formerly existent. So it 
is said "amula ... prajayante", "divyo ... Narayanah", etc. 
in Subalopanisad or other similar statements in the said 
Mahopanisad and Narayanopanisad. Narayana has been 
established as the cause of the universe, and then Tsana's 
presence at the beginning of Creation is not seen there. 
And there an assertion has been made that Narayana is 
his Creator. His characteristic is also described. We do 
not find that Narayana has been mentioned as Creator, 
Sustainer and Dissolver nor do we find the absence of 
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Brahma and Isana at the beginning of Creation. We do not 
find from any of the statements which discuss the origin 
of the universe in the form of the meaning of the specific 
forms "sat", "Brahma", etc. Or the karanavakyas which set 
out to establish that the entity referred to by the specific 
word "Narayana" as the Cause of the Universe, the Self 
of All and Immanent in All. Neither can we find from the 
passages of the Subalopanisad or any other passages that 
the Brahma and l£ana were not there at the beginning of 
Creation, "sadeva saumya ... aslt" [Chandogya Upanisad 
VI:2:1], "brahma va idamagra aslt" [Brhadaranyaka 
Upanisad 1:4:10, Maitri Upanisad VI:17], "yato va imani 
bhutani jayante" [Taittirlya Upanisad 111:1:1], "tadbrahma", 
"atma va idam aslt" — these passages do not specifically 
mention the absence of Brahma and Isana. Therefore what 
is wrong even if the said two sentences are supportive 
statements? For the assertion or negation of what is derived 
from elsewhere, "kim tadasinnaiveha kimca nagra aslt ... 
divyo deva eko narayana", "kim tadasinnaiveha ... disasca 
same narayana", purusa evadagam sarvam", "tadvisnoh 
. . . vedamsasanam", "andah sanje nihito . . . divyo dina eko 
Narayana" — These passages are talking of Visnu but they 
are not denying the existence of Brahma and Isana. 

Because of that, in a sentence "eko ha vai narayana 
... brahma" it is possible to construe the statement that 
Narayana is the Creator of the world in whichever kalpa 
or the beginning of the kalpa as being originated before 
Siva; and as being the Creator of the world other than 
Siva. Therefore there's nothing against accepting Siva 
as the Supreme Cause. Also, the statement "eko ha vai 
narayanaslt" is elaborated with "prathmaslt", etc. So, some 
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who consider themselves as Vedic pandits say that one 
understands the meaning from this, that the beginning of 
Creation before origination of Brahma and Rudra, only the 
one and only Narayana, originated from Siva. Then the 
argument is refuted. 

This said scheme doesn't work because in the statement 
in Mahopanisad at the beginning of the Creation, the 
existence of Brahma and of the source with the specific 
name Isana was not there. Then it is not possible for Him 
to become the Creator of Narayana who existed then. 

The statement "eko sahayo ... Sivadutpanna" meaning 
"the one and only Narayana was born of Siva." And if you 
do not use the word Siva in that, there is no other proof. 
There is no other Siva in ten ted as a creator of Narayana. 
There is a special pramana in the phrase "sadasti" with 
which the said sentence can be supported. Therefore, it is 
not possible to consider Brahma and Isana as the source of 
the whole universe like Narayana. That source or origin is 
expressed by the specific word "Narayana" and not other. 
When you accept that the words "sat", "brahma", etc., which 
occur in the karanavakyas, they are generally used to refer 
to Brahma, Isana, etc. Like the word "beast" meaning in 
the prescriptive statement "agnisomlyam pasuman labhet" 
generally refers to cows, horses, etc., because of "chago 
va mantravarna" (Mlmamsa Sutra VI:8:31). With that the 
word "pasu" will refer to the fat of the marrow of the goat. 
Similarly, the words "sat", "brahma", etc., which appear 
in the karanavakyas and generally refer to Brahma, Hana, 
etc., will focus on Narayana only which is seen in the smrtis 
"eko ha vai narayanasit" by sasthantyadhikarana nyaya. 

Now in Atharvasiras, Siva says to the gods 
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"nanumahamekam ... asam" meaning "first I was alone". 
And in the Svetasvataropanisad "yada tamah ... Siva eva 
kevalah". It is mentioned that Siva remained as the source 
of all when only darkness remained at the time of the 
begining of the Creation. Siva who is referred to by the 
word "Rudra" also seems to be the cause of everything as 
he is described as the originator of Hiranyagarbha, the most 
prominent among all gods as the source of the universe, 
in the Svetasvatara Upanisad passages "yodevanam ... 
purastat", "visvadhitvo ... maharsi", "hiranyagarbham 
pasyata ... samyunnakti". In Atharvasikha it is said that 
Brahma, Visnu, etc., were born "brahma visnudve ... 
samprasuyante" and Siva has been mentioned as the source 
of Brahma, Visnu, etc. And it is directly stated that he is the 
cause of the whole universe by the statement "karanam tu 
dheyah ... Sambhurakasa madhyah". Then, how can you 
say that Narayana should be the end of all karanavakyas 
with chagapasunyaya? Now this is what we hear in 
Atharvasiras "deva ha vai svargam ... pratyanco'ham". 
It is possible to interpret this statement of Rudra as not 
conflicting or as in harmony with the meaning of the 
statements from all the Upanisads such as Subalopanisad, 
Mahopanisad and Narayanopanisad. Therefore the citation 
of the chagapasunyaya is clear. Thus the example "I was 
alone in the town first and I am now and will be later". 
Like such worldly statements of worthy persons, now the 
statements of Siva can be explained similarly. Now the 
statement will be like this: "I was not there at the beginning 
of the creation", "I was bom after the origination of 
Brahma from Narayana", "I was first before the Creation 
that would come after me", "I was alone not dependent 
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upon anyone else". Thus, it is possible to interpret Rudra. 
There is no lack of proof in this inference. The statement 
"narayanad rudro jayate" itself is the proof. One should 
not say that that passage itself is not used, because there 
is no specific reason. In the smrti, at the beginning of 
Creation, the existence of Narayana is specifically felt (with 
the existence of Brahma and ISana). And as the Narayana's 
origination from them is not mentioned, therefore those 
two are the specified (qualified) Creators. Therefore in the 
Purvatantra, the common prescription "yada ahavanlya 
juhoti" is superceded by the specific rules or exceptions 
"pade juhoti", "garhapatye ... juhoti". There is also not 
lack of proof to say that 6iva is born from Narayana 
after Brahma was bom from Narayana. The order in the 
statement that the well known §iva expressed by the word 
"Rudra" seems like the cause of the whole universe like 
Visnu who is expressed by the word Narayana in the said 
passages of the Mahopanisad and the Narayanopanisad. 
But that permanence is in the form that is related to the 
three times, i.e. past, present, and future. 

How can it establish Rudra as the Supreme Brahman in 
the form of Ultimate Reality? Because his characteristic is 
being the Creator of the whole world. Besides on the basis 
of another statement, the claim that Rudra is the Ultimate 
Reality will be refuted. One should say that Rudra as 
the Ultimate Truth is firmly established because in the 
later statements of the Atharvasiras also, his immanence 
is described, and that is the characteristic of Ultimate 
Reality. That which has the same characteristic as the 
other entity, then it is the same entity, i.e., if it has the 
same characteristic as Brahma, then it is same as Brahma, 
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and if not, it is different. Similarly, immanence of that 
kind is understood in the same way. Rudra has not been 
mentioned as immanent in all in Atharvasiras as Narayana 
is mentioned in Subalopanisad. Or here the description of 
Siva as expressed by the word Rudra as existing as a source 
of everything at the beginning of Creation and as being 
immanent in all is not the source of self but in the sense 
of being immanent in things as the immanence described 
by Vamadeva in "aham manurbhavam ... suryescaiti." No 
one else should be accepted as the Immanent Self. Because 
Narayana is mentioned as being in all in the Subalopanisad. 
One's curiosity is not satisfied unless ending in specific 
things. There is no lack of proof in understanding the 
statement which seems like a statement of Rudra "aham 
ekah prathamam asam" as refering to the Immanent Self. 

The fact that Siva at the beginning of Creation as 
a source of everything is against the Subalopanisad 
etc. itself is inconclusive proof. That is why in the later 
statement in Atharvasiras "he Rudra Narayana eva syah?" 
"so'ntaradantaram ... pravisa". Narayana is considered 
immanent. By the word "ta" (he) with the PaninI Sutra 
"tena raktam ragat" [IV:2:1]. With the word "tat" that it 
is possible to remember that which is near your intellect. 
And as will be explained later, he has been established by 
the nearby word. Thus meaning of the sentence becomes 
that the immanent Narayana even inside the breaths, one's 
own self, directions and all beings. He inhered. Thus the 
meaning of the word Siva can be determined as my speech 
as being the source of everything with this intention only. 
Therefore, there is no charge of speaking anything false. 
Now this statement does not tell that Rudra himself entered 
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with in all. One should not suspect that this sentence is about 
Rudra entering into all. The previous statement "so'bravlt 
pratham ..." also describes his being the cause of everything. 
Then why would the next sentence be not about Rudra? If 
that is so, because this sentence is by Rudra, the sentence 
should read "I enter" and not "I entered". One should not 
try to say that "so'ntarad antaram ..." is a statement of 
smrti because the word "iti" after "nanyah kascan ..." tells 
that speech of Rudra is finished. After saying "so'pravisat" 
comes another statement "so'ham nityonityadi" which 
tells of the confirmaton of the speech of Rudra which 
proves that his speech was not finished. Otherwise, if the 
smrti statement is intented in the middle, the context of the 
speech of Rudra will be broken. Again later, the terms "so" 
and "abravid" is expected. There will be a problem of its 
deletion. If Visnu is mentioned as immanent, then the word 
"iti" is for the sake of (is in the sense of) following after 
the immanent. That will be the meaning. And then there 
will not be any conflict, "so'ntarad" meaning "he entered 
with in." Because of that "aham ekah prathamam asam" 
meaning "I was alone at the beginning." Therefore any 
existence at the beginning of Creation was in the form of 
the cause of all. Thus this is what Rudra said. Thus with the 
term "iti" with dehlidipanyaya, the form "iti" is connected 
to both the question and the answer. Thus "so'bravld" this 
view point. There is no fault in the usage "pravisam" (past 
imperfect 1st singular). It is possible to construe in this 
manner only when it is heard in this manner. 

With this the use of "idam" is to show other statements 
of the kind. Thus the statement "so'ntarad" is also the word 
of Rudra like "aham ekah prathamam asam". That concept 
is refuted. Even if it is considered a statement by Rudra, 
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still the reality will have to be described in the manner 
in which we describe it. Otherwise, there will be a fallacy 
of fault of the usage of the term "pravisam" or the usage 
of "idam" which is to indicate the end of the topic. One 
should not say that if it is considered in that manner, then 
it cannot be construed with anything else. 

Even then it is possible to construe it as ending the whole 
speech of Siva who is the immanent god with the quotation 
"satyam satyena ... snena tejasa". Because it is possible to 
construe it as referring to Siva or ending the speech of Siva, 
because of the smrti which we see after the paragraph. 
The smrti is "tato deva rudram napasya". Because of that 
kind of speech, Siva and the smrti which mentions the 
disappearance of Siva, that smrti is "tato deva ... napasya". 
Expect the usage of "iti" in the sense of conclusion. There 
is no fault if it is not in proximity. Still such expectation 
is strong in which a word is semantically connected 
with another word even if that word is further removed. 
According to Mimamsavartika and as per visvajit adhikarana 
sutra, i.e., "arthohyasamarthanamanamtanyamamakarana, 
arthohya-samarthanamantanyepyasambandha" [Mlmamsa 
Sutra IV:3:11]. 

Now if you say that the statement "aham ekah prathama 
asam" which is in the form of an answer of Siva as referring 
to the immanent god, then the question asked by the gods 
of the specific property of Siva by the statement "kobhavan 
iti" has Siva as its object. Therefore, there will be fault of 
the question and answer as referring to two separate 
things. It should be said that the question statement 
should be understood as referring to the immanent god by 
following the lead of the nearby text "so'ntarad iti". On 
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the strength of a beginning without any contradiction the 
inner context should follow its lead. In the statement "ko 
bhavan iti" the gods asking about this antaryamin with the 
word "bhavat". Those who consider that all words reach 
upto the immanent god, therefore the word "aham" in the 
answer reaches the immanent god. Therefore there is no 
need to explain it to them. As such there is no answer. If 
you say that, it is not so. Because the question cannot be 
explained it is necessary to consider the immanent god 
as an object of both the question and answer. Thus every 
one asks only what ought to be investigated. It is well 
known that "jijnasa" (investigation) of what is generally 
known and what needs to be known specifically. When the 
meaning of either the question or answer is clear then the 
part where the meaning is not clear is understood to be the 
topic as per what is clear. There is no question about that. 
Therefore the questions of gods towards Rudra "ko bhavan 
iti" are of unclear meaning. Thus following the lead of the 
answer it should be considered as dealing with the past, 
future and present tense as is the subject. There, at the time 
when the question was asked, Rudra was directly present. 
Therefore in that part, the question was appropriate in 
order to justify past and future subject residing in the same 
locus. It is necessary to establish antaryamin as a subject 
because of the proximity. Therefore, there is no room for 
doubt that the question and answer refer to two distinct 
substrates. Therefore in the world if someone says to a 
loving person that you do not love me, as intending to 
refer to somebody else, then that person cannot show how 
to love you assuming you to be another person. You can't 
cutout your heart and show. 
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To wit: A loves B, and B says to A imagining him to be 
C that you do not love me. Now A cannot show him that 
he does not love him as C. It is not possible to show by 
splitting the heart. 

Then why should I not be worshipped all the time? 
When it is said like that, the answer is: "in order to 
destroy too much attachment". Then it is possible to 
reconcile the answer meaning somebody else. Therefore 
since the beginning without any contradiction is strong, 
then immediately following statement "so'ntarad" should 
follow its lead, not any other way around. Therefore the 
beginning should follow its lead, is refuted. 

As per the said manner, it will be necessary to hold 
antaryamin as the subject of the beginning also. Therefore, 
there will not be any conflict with the inner context. 

Now when you say that in "ko bhavan" statement, the 
gods were asking about his inner self. And in a similar 
manner, the word "aham" in the answer also refers to the 
"inner self". Therefore, there is no answering back. Now 
if you say that, it is not so. Even if we decide that this 
statement refers to the innerself still the inner self intended 
in that statement is qualified by the relationships of the 
three tenses, i.e. past, present and future, and by being 
the origin of the world. Therefore, the inner self is not 
determined and thus it should be explained. Therefore it 
calls for an answer. With this, it is refuted that the sentence 
"so'ntarad" is not to establish Siva as the innerself of the 
previous sentence. According to Panini Sutra IV:2:1, it is 
impossible that a word which is not uttered indicates or 
stands for the meaning uttered by the word. In the sentence 
"so'ntarad" the word "tat" stands for the meaning which 
is established by the spoken word. Therefore, it should not 
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refer to the meaning suggested without a word. Thus it 
should not refer to something that is not there. In the said 
manner, if both the question and answer refer to the inner 
self as said, then it is possible to see its proximity with the 
word "arha" in it. 

With the usage of "iti" and "so'ntarad", etc., it is 
not possible to construe in ending the whole of Siva's 
speech, "satyam satyena ... tejase". After that, the smrti 
which states the disappearance of Siva's speech because 
the smrti "tato deva rudram na pasyam" is seen after it. 
Because of this, the statement "so'ntarad", etc., is capable 
of indicating or denoting His (Rudra's) disappearance 
because He abandoned his gross form which could be 
seen by the gods and then entered the complete form 
mysterious to everyone and which is inside everyone. 
This is refuted. It is not possible to construe it with and 
thereby the word which is regarded to complete the 
sense, one cannot construe it with any other word which 
is there. One should not abandon something when it is 
expected by nearby element. Even the smallest difference 
can be a deciding factor. With that nyaya the use of "iti" 
cannot be construed with the statement "so'ntarad", etc., 
because the previous statement denotes the innerself as the 
"hetu". With this the argument shows that the question 
and answer refer to the inner self. They are not manifest 
like Rudra, therefore the smrti "tato deva Rudram na 
pasyam" which later mentions his disappearance, doesn't 
make sense. It is incongruous. This argument is refuted. 
The Rudra that is referred to in this statement "yo rudro 
devai ..." of the smrti before the question is then referred 
to after the whole answer by the smrti "na pasyam iti" 
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stating Rudra's disappearance. Thus it is possible to 
reconcile even if the question and the answer which 
take place after the vision of Rudra refer to different 
subjects. It is not possible to ask the question without 
leaving the vision. After the smrti "deva ha lokam....", 
"te tatram rudram pasyam", this second smrti is required 
to complete the statement after the first smrti. There is 
no proof that the subject intended by smrti and which 
is not directly stated, is the inner self, because there is 
no proof that a statement of smrti which has the same 
subject and is addressing gods refers to the "antaryamin". 
Therefore, in the statement "visnuratma ... tejasa" in the 
Karnaparva of Mahabharata which tells that Visnu is the 
innerself of Rudra, is appropriate. One should not say 
that the word "atman" in the statement of Mahabharata 
does not refer to the innner self, because it is not possible 
to understand its primary and secondary meanings as one 
like the word "atman" in the statement of Krsna described 
in the Moksadharma in the same place with statement 
"tasmadatmanamagre ... sampujyamyaham". If it is 
proved that Atharvasiras refers to Rudra as an antaryamin, 
then following that lead, even here "Rudra" should be 
considered as refering to the immanent god in him. Thus, 
the assertive words of Krsna "yepyanyadevatabhakta ... 
yajantyavidhipurvaka", etc., become reconciled. Therefore 
the meaning of "so'ntarad", etc., that we have expounded 
immediately removes the doubt about whether the 
statement "ahameka", etc., is about the immanent god or 
about the well known Rudra. (alternately: the meaning 
intended by us of the statement "so'ntarad", etc., will 
certainly be that statement refutes the doubt. Thus it 
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is proved that the Atharvasiras statement describes 
Narayana who is the immanent god inside Rudra 
as the origin of everything. Thus, when the whole 
Atharvasiras being about Narayana, the statement sung 
in it "visvatascaksuruta visvato ... janayamdena eka" 
is enough to describe Narayana as the source of the 
Universe because as there is nothing to contradict the 
statement, it supports the previous interpretation. When 
you said that in Svetasvtaropanisad "yada tamastanna 
... purani", it is explained that Siva remains as the same 
source of everything when only the darkness reamained 
at the beginning of Creation. That is not so. Based on the 
word "yada" darkness is secondary because it arrived at a 
specific time. The word "yada" (when) refers to a specific 
time, and darkness is connected with this specific time. 
Therefore "darkness" is secondary. 

Because a reiterative statement expects a previous 
statement, the statement from Subalopanisad 
"avyaktamaksare tiyate ... eklbhavati" which leads to that 
meaning is a preceding statement. And the "yada tamah" 
in Svetasvataropanisad is dependant upon this statement 
of Subalopanisad. And in that Upanisad Narayana is 
mentioned as the presiding deity of tamas. Therefore being 
dependant upon the preceding statement this mantra also 
should necessarily end in Narayana. Thus the word §iva, 
etc., in the mantra "£iva eva kevalah" ends up without 
doubt referring to Narayana only. In such a case how can 
the mantra which contains the reference to that Siva remain 
as the source of everything at the beginning of Creation 
when only darkness remained? 

Indeed it will be so if the sentence from Subalopanisad 
is the only preceding statement for it. But it is not so. 
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Because there are other unmentioned statements also 
which introduce tamas. These are "tamo va ... prayati", 
"nasadasinno ... vyomaparo yat", "prajapatirva ... aslt", 
"naharaslt ... prasarpa", etc., from Maitrayanopanisad 
to Maitryupanisad. Therefore, the statement from 
Subalopanisad is not the only introductory statement. 
There must be a specific reason for it. And in that case, 
how is it that this mantra ends in Narayana only? This is a 
very special arrangement, since there is no comprehension 
of any prescription or prohibition. Therefore the repetition 
is futile. You accept the explanation that some statement 
is a repetition only when there is no way out. Just as in a 
statement "nantarikse divi" is explained as repeating what 
is constant because there is no other way out. 

Moreover in this manner, connecting with what was 
already there, at that particular time it was prescriptive. 
Thus we cannot logically explain the comprehension. One 
should not say that there is no failure of proof, because in 
the statement "tanna diva", etc., there is understanding of 
the prescription of the division of the day and night, and of 
the lack of the division of the real and unreal world. There is 
a failure of proof of being a prescriptive statement. Because 
both the statements have been arrived at from the quoted 
passages above and the first statements, a statement having 
repeated a little bit then begins to prescribe or prohibit 
something does not become fruitful because it ends in 
the meaning arrived at by purovada because the anuvada 
always expresses purovada. Therefore the part "nadiva na 
ratrih", etc., is also anuvada like the part "yada tamah". 
One should not say that with this argument, the use of the 
words "§iva", etc., are explained as being for "Narayana". 
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Because that statement also is arrived at from the passages 
of Subalopanisad which is one of the forms of purovada 
which describe Narayana as the Self of everything, it is 
not possible to describe Narayana as Self of everything 
without describing the word "sarva". Then in your view 
this sentence itself will be futile. Therefore at the beginning 
of Creation, the sentences that introduce darkness, the 
presiding deity is described with the word "Narayana" 
sometimes with the word "Prajapati", sometimes with the 
general word "para". Thus you hear a lot of contradictory 
specific things. And if the specific deity is not determined, 
then they cannot be resolved into any particular deity. 
Therefore, in order to specify one of those mantras which 
are anuvadas of tamas at the beginning of Creation, also 
prescribe that Siva is its presiding deity. Therefore the 
words in the purovada statements should themselves refer 
to Siva. 

There is no such occasion that the word "Narayana", 
etc., will indicate Siva. The acceptance of indication by the 
word is superior to making a statement futile. Thus the 
first half of the statement "yada..." mentions that some 
karanavakyas such as "tamo va idam ekah asa" end in Siva. 
And in the second half of the part having "tadaksaram" 
which mentions that [Mundakopanisad 11:1:1] "yatha 
sudiptat ... caivapiyanti" ends in Siva, and puts that "tat 
savitur varenyam" [Brhadaranyaka Upanisad VI:3:6 and 
Maitrl Upanisad VI:7] mentions the circles of Savitr in 
Siva. The part of Savitri which describes the characteristic 
of the immanent god who is the Regulator and the Central 
Figure of all karanavakyas that part is "praja ... purani" 
is about Siva. The mantra "tadaiksata bahusyam ..." 
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which describes that the smrti karanavakyas are about 
Siva with the words "srastah", etc., this mantra reveals 
very much His (Siva's) being the source of everything. 
Then how can it be about Narayana? Then how will you 
interpret the purovada vakyas which have been raised 
and cited? How is it possible to determine that the word 
"Siva" is used to refer to a specific object even without any 
specific reason when it is used in the sacred and similar 
literature in the sense of endowed with the properties 
of purities and auspiciousness? — in these statements 
"susreyasam ... subham", "sambhurisah ... mahesvarah", 
"sivastusarvajagatam", "sivassantu ... sivosivanam", "yo 
vasisavatamo ... rasa", etc. Because it is not possible that 
the said sentences which introduce tamas at the beginning 
of the Creation would end in a subject or object which is 
unspecified, establish Isana as their presiding deity with 
the word Siva. By repeating the word "tamas" arrived at 
from those sentences in order to show that they deal with 
the same object which uses the same word "Siva" described 
in this fashion. The case being such: how can you justify 
saying that the words "narayana", etc., which appear in 
the Subalopanisad which is in the form of purovada of the 
meaning of that mantra refers to Isana? How can you say 
that even the part "tadaksaram", etc., of the cited sentences 
such as "yada sudlpta", etc., which are in such a mantra 
end in Rudra? 

Moreover, it is appropriate to repeat "tamas" at the 
beginning of Creation which is arrived at the beginning of 
Creation, which is arrived at from the sentences "tamo va 
idam ekam asam" and established Isana as its presiding 
deity. 
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In that case He who is, in reality, specified as "Narayana" 
is established as 6iva by honouring him as the presiding 
deity of tamas. Like sprinkling of water, etc., over different 
grains characterised by the qualities of rice and barley 
by planting these grains in the front as newly prepared, 
leading to a goal. However He himself is intended as the 
presiding deity. The act of establishing Him there as Isana 
explains the contradiction in the purovada statements 
mentioning "tamas" which refer to Him. 

It is not appropriate that this imperfection should end 
in Narayanopanisad without removing the difficulties in 
the middle. The injunction which introduces Siva as the 
source based on the injunction of "tamas" which is not 
inconsistent with establishing Siva as the deity should not 
be considered contradictory. It is like giving instruction 
about an arrow to someone who urges you to bring kusa 
grass. The connection with "tamas" is not a contradictory 
factor in the case of Narayana, etc. One should not say that 
it is enjoining also because that which is not the self does 
not begin from that which does not have any beginning. 
When there is an information in a short form of a general 
nature that statement which expresses that information is 
itself a doctrine. 

Moreover, even if you say that Siva is established as a 
deity at the beginning of Creation, there is a problem that 
the meaning of the words Narayana, Isana and Prajapati 
are all identical. Therefore you cannot prove that your 
favourite Isana is the source of the universe separetely. 
With the sentence "juha juhoti" this curved wooden ladle 
is considered as a tool of sacrifice. The statement "yasya 
... juhurbhavati" reiterates by the use of the word "juhu" 
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which is used to recognize the ladle. When you say it is 
made up of leaves the quality of being made up of leaves 
reside in the same locus. It is not that the statement in 
Subalopanisad, etc., which establishes tamas is without the 
mention of Narayana, etc. In which case there will not be 
any unity when it makes an injunction establishing Isana. 
Also Mahopanisad states that "eko ha vai Narayana ... 
nesana". There Isana is formal not to exist at the beginning 
of Creation. Later on. He is described as being born from 
Narayana with the statement "tasya .... purusojayate". 
Therefore it is not appropriate to consider Him identical 
with Narayana who existed before him. It is not also 
appropriate to consider Him as the presiding deity of the 
tamas at that time. If you do that there will be a problem of 
conflict with Mahopanisad. 

Thus in the sentences which introduce tamas at the 
beginning of Creation, the presiding deity sometimes is 
referred to by the word "Narayana". Sometimes with the 
word "prajapati" or sometimes with the general word 
"para". There one hears many contradictory names and 
no specific deity is determined. Therefore in order to show 
that they all refer to one and the same thing, this mantra 
reiterates tamas and with the word "6iva" that Isana who 
is presiding which continued not be arrived at based on 
the other statements, and at the beginning of Creation from 
the statement, enjoins. 

Therefore in order to make it meaningful one should 
say that the words "Narayana", etc., that appear in the 
purovada which raises them, one meant to express Isana. 
Now there is no such occasion of the words "Narayana" 
will indicate Isana. This view is refuted because of the 
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futility of sentences and because it is honoured only by 
the indicative power of a word. The establishing Tsana, 
etc., cannot be justified as mentioned. Since there is no 
other way it is tolerable to accept this mantra as a constant 
reiterative statement like the statement "nantariksena 
divi". Moreover, it is not possible to accept and enjoin the 
indicative power of many words, "Narayana", etc., which 
appear in the purovada statements in Subalopanisad out 
of fear that the mantra will be futile. As mentioned before 
there is no justification that something can be indicative 
when that thing itself is futile. Otherwise if this mantra is 
proved to be enjoining Siva as the presiding deity, then 
following that, many specific words such as, "Narayana", 
etc., which appear in the Subalopanisad will be indicative 
of Siva. And if that is proved, then there is nothing to 
contradict it. And therefore this mantra will become the 
enjoiner of Siva. Thus there is a predicament of mutual 
dependence. Moreover, may be it is possible they enjoin 
Siva as the presiding deity in order to show that they deal 
with the same entity if its presiding deity is sometimes 
comprehended by the word "narayana", sometimes with 
the word "prajapati" and sometimes with the common 
word "para". But it is not so, because in the statements 
"prajapatirva ... atisthat" [Maitri Upanisad 11:6] and 
"tamova ... asldekam" [Maitri Upanisad V:2] the meaning 
of the word "prajapati" and the meaning of the word "para" 
is not understood as the presiding deity of tamas. On the 
other hand, in the statement "prajapatirva . . . atisthat" the 
word "tamas" ends in the locative case, and its meaning is 
understood as the substratum of Prajapati. Now if you say 
the rulership of tamas does not mean the support of tamas. 
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but it means its role as a regulator, even then one cannot 
prove that Prajapati is the impaler of tamas. 

Thus in the said manner, the first part of the statement 
"yada tamah" describes the convergance of some 
karanavakyas such as "tamova ... ekamasa", etc., converge 
in Isana. The latter part of statement is "tadanam iti". The 
Mundakopanisad "yatha sudlptat pavakat" etc. converge in 
that part. Similarly, the part "tat savitur varenyam" stands 
for the immanent in all, regulator and the source of all the 
world at the centre of the circle of sun. The savitri rk which 
describes the particular deity "dhiyoyonah pracodayat" 
converges in Isvara. Similarly, the part "prajna ca tasmat ... 
purani" [Svetasvatara Upanisad IV: 18] this part converges 
all these statements only from Chandogya as refering to 
Isana which describe the Creator before the Creation with 
the words seeing, thinking, etc., which are associated 
with the created entities by the statement "tadaiksata ... 
prajayeyeti". 

Thus it is refuted that this mantra determines that Isana 
is the object of all karanavakyas and it very much reveals 
His being the cause of everything. Because as mentioned 
in this manner it is not possible for this mantra to become 
an injunction. Actually on my side, unlike yours, there is 
no problem in making this mantra as an injunction. At the 
beginning of Creation when the presiding deity of tamas is 
mentioned "naikakl ramate" and then when "Narayana" is 
arrived at by purovada statement. With this mantra and from 
the Vedic statements such as "andham tamah pravisyanti 
..." [Brhadaranyaka Upanisad IV:4:10 and Isa Upanisad 9 
and 12], "tasmadekakl na ramate", "tasmadekakl vibhati", 
etc. Because the connection of the described tamas creates 
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much fear, inauspicious things such as crying, etc., one 
associated with it because of that problem, by the word 
Siva which is merely uttered, it is possible to explain it as 
association with the auspiciousness whose absence is not 
arrived at from the purovada statements. Thus this mantra 
determines with its first and second halves the convergence 
of all karanavakyas into Narayana and reveals Him to 
be the source of everything. What's wrong with that? Or 
reiterating who has been arrived at in the said manner, 
there this mantra enjoins the primary Siva, etc., which has 
not arrived at by other means. Thus there is no question 
about its being futile. 

One should not suspect that this statement seems like 
futile because its purpose is in itself and because of the 
absence of the connection with anything that has fruit, just 
like statements such as "satyakamatva" meaning "whose 
wishes are true" made in reference to "Narayana", one sees 
clearly it is fruitful. Similarly, the statement that expresses 
and enjoins the word "Siva" by the letters, that statement 
also is clearly fruitful by expressing an ignorance about 
him like the point derived from the sruti "brahmavid 
apnoti param" and "tarati sokamatmavit". 

It is not so because there are many purovadas which 
introduce "tamas". There is "tamo va idam eka asa". Thus 
the word "tamas" is introduced in a general manner. It is 
not contradictory if it ends in the specific form "Narayana" 
derived from the Subalopanisad. The sruti statement 
"prajapatir va ... prasarpa" does not have any specific 
purpose. It can be accepted as purovada. It is not possible 
to determine that it ends in "Narayana" only because it 
is accompanied by the word "Prajapati", which is against 
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it ending in one specific entity. Then how can we say 
that the mantra "yada tamah" can end only in the word 
"Narayana"? It is possible to explain the determination 
that it ends in the specific, because the entity referred to 
by the word "prajapati" or any other four-faced god bom 
from Narayana and who were non-existent at the time 
of Creation in the said manner cannot be considered the 
presiding deity of tamas like Narayana. On the other 
hand, the statement "so'ndhe tamasi...." describes tamas 
itself as the substratum of Prajapati. And it is necessary to 
understand the word "prajapati" whose derivative meaning 
is "the Lord of the people" as referring to Narayana. If we 
say this, there's no problem of not following the custom. 
Since there's no other explanation, that much break with 
tradition is tolerable. With this the sruti statement "nasad 
aslt" is explained. Now if one accepts the "yada tamam" 
mantra in the Svetasvataropanisad ends in "Narayana" 
how is it that there is no conflict with many other mantras 
in that place? Thus this Upanisad right from the beginning 
upto the end, mentions that the god considered by the 
words Isa, Hara, Rudra, Siva, Isana, Mahesvara, etc., is the 
source of all, and the support of all. In the beginning itself 
this Upanisad examines the mantra "kim karanam brahma 
... vidopyavastham". The Vedic statement "yato va imani 
bhutani..." [Taittiriya Upanisad 111:1:1] which is upheld by 
the advocates of the Brahman doctrine was determined by 
the advocates of the Brahman doctrine that Brahman is the 
source of creation of the Universe, and that it is the support 
of everything. They did not know the form of which god it 
was. Expressing this, and in order to remove that doubt, this 
Upanisad tells it is the form of Isa by the mantra "udgitam 
etad ... visvam Isah". [Svetasvatara Upanisad 1:7-8] 
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And it is mentioned by the word "Hara" also in 
"tathaksaram pradhanam ... Harah". Similarly, 

1. eko hi ... deva ekah 

2. yo devanam prathama ... amrta bhavanti 

3. vedahametam purusam ... tadviduramstaste 
bhavanti 

4. sahasrasirsa ... utamrtatvesyesanah 

5. sarvasya prabhumlsam ... suhrta 

6. yo yo devanam ... mayaya samviruddhah 

7. mayam tu Mahesvarah 

There the words specifically denoting "6iva" are seen. 
Thus he is the source of all, support of all and the object 
of knowledge of the salvation-seekers. His being the 
source of all is understood not merely from the statements 
"visvatascaksuh", etc., but also because He is the creator 
of Hiranyagarbha who is the source of the Universe. 
Therefore, 6iva is the source of the entire Universe and the 
Supreme Reality. 

One shouldn't say that the Mahopanisad and the 
Narayanopanisad mention Narayana as the creator of 
Hiranyagarbha. Therefore, here other words also point to 
Narayana only. Because of sarvavedantapratyayanyaya 
[Brahma Sutra 111:3:1], the words "Narayana", etc., 
appearing in those Upanisads themselves are about Siva. 
Although both cannot be creators at the same time just 
as the potter's stick and the wheel are both makers of the 
earthen jar at the same time. Similarly, both of them are 
creators of Hiranyagarbha according to the difference in 
the kalpa, or like the egg and the lotus that give rise to 
him. 
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If you say so, that is not so. In order for the sruti 
statements to become mutually conflicting, according to 
the sruti statement "sarve vedayat padamamananti" and 
sarvavedantapratyayanyaya, it is necessary that they deal 
with the same subject. Otherwise, there will be a problem 
of saying something that is already refuted. One should 
explain that there is no conflict by explaining either all the 
specific words mentioning Narayana that are heard in the 
karanavakyas as referring to Siva or the words specific to 
Siva that are heard there as referring only to Narayana. 
Otherwise, there'll be no possibility of their being a 
different kind of source because each will be dependent 
on the other. It is neither possible nor acceptable that 
both of them are independently the sources of the whole 
Universe. There's no proof to regard both of them as the 
source of the Universe according to the difference in kalpa. 
If this is so, there'll be a problem of over-pervasion of the 
definition or characteristic of Supreme Reality. We both 
have accepted that there's only one Supreme Reality. We 
don't find any sruti statements which establish both of 
them as creators in that fashion. The qualification of the 
whole source of the Universe according to the difference 
in kalpa cannot be meaningfully explained. If it is not 
accepted, then some other source can also be the source 
of the Universe. This over-pervasion will be as hard as 
cement. I have not accepted that Narayana is dependent 
upon Isa and you've not accepted Isa is dependent upon 
Narayana. Because such a thing would be considered as 
a reversal of our mutual positions. Thus Narayana alone 
ought to be considered as the meaning as understood 
from the question of Brahmavadins in the Upanisads as to 
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what is the cause of Brahman? Otherwise in Mahopanisad, 
Narayanopanisad and Subalopanisad He will have to be 
included in the category desirable and expressed by the 
word "Hara". There will be a conflict with the sentences 
from Brhadaranyakopanisad, etc., which mention the well- 
known Siva was bom from Narayana. 

Now these are the statements: 

1. budbuda ... puruso'jayata 

2. Narayanadrudro ... 

3. lalatatkrodhajo ... [Subala Upanisad 11:1] 

4. Indro Varunah ... mrtyurxsana [Brhadaranyaka 
Upanisad 1:4:11] 

With the statement "brahmavisnurudrendraste sam- 
prasuyanta", it is understood that Siva is bom from 
Narayana because of his proximity. It will be stated later on 
that this cannot be negated with the statement "vakyatah". 
Moreover, in the first chapter of the Svetasvataropanisad, 
it is said that the god who is denoted by the word "Isa" 
possesses the characteristics common to Visnu such 
as being the support of the whole Universe which are 
established by the pramanas and expressed by the words 
"ksara", "aksara", "avyakta" and "vyakta" by the statement 
"samyuktametatksaramaksaram ca ... visvamlsa." He 
is not the well-known Siva, but someone else. In order 
to determine that immediately afterwards he who is 
expressed by the word "Hara" is mentioned as included 
in the category of those who are to be ruled in a statement 
"ksaram pradhanamstaksaram ... deva eka". Because of the 
characteristic of Visnu who is the impeller of sattvaguna by 
this statement "tatra madhye mahanprabhu . . . pravartaka". 
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The 6th chapter elaborates on the word expressed as 
"bhagesa" which is an alternative word for "bhagavat" 
specific to Narayana by the statements "dharmavaham 
... bhagesa" and "arthapayat ... hrtarhanambhah ... 
bhagavadpadarthah." This deity referred to by the word 
"bhageSa" certainly be different from the well-known Siva. 
Therefore, the deity mentioned in the prolog and the epilog 
of the Svetasvataropanisad should be certainly determined 
as other than the well-known Siva. 

Although in the well-known statement "vyaktavyata 
bharate", the word "bharate" is possible to interpret as 
coming from the root Vhr in the sense of "carrying away" on 
the basis of the vartika "hrgrahorbhacchandasi" [Katyayana 
sruti 111:1:84]. Even then, this form, i.e. "bharate" comes 
from the root Vbhr only in the sense of supporting and 
nurturing because it is possible to receive the sound "bha" 
from the original root itself as it promotes quick recall. 
Otherwise, the parts of Prakrti which are expressed by the 
terms "vyakta" and "avyakta" will be eternal, and it will 
not be possible to construe them with the act of destruction 
because the characteristic of Visnu as the impeller of sattva 
guna is mentioned in the middle in "mahanprabhurvai 
purusah ... pravartakah". And because of the elaboration 
with "mukundatkonamaloke bhagavad padarthah". 

In the 6th chapter, the characteristics of Visnu in the 
form of six gunas is expressed by the word "bhaga" by 
"dharmavaham . . . bhagesam", and the subject of discussion 
in the prolog and epilog of the Svetasvataropanisad is 
determined to be other than the well-known 6iva. Moreover 
because of the sruti, it is congenial to understand the deity 
that is generally determined as the cause of the Universe 
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as referring to the deity in the form of Narayana only. In 
the first khanda of the Svetasvataropanisad, the meaning 
of the word "hara" is said to belong to the class of the 
ruled, by the statement "haram pradhanam ... prathamam 
mahesvaram" which explains the meaning of the word 
"aksara". It is not possible that the same God is both the 
Lord and the ruled. Therefore, it is necessary to consider 
the words heard in the middle with the word "Isa" that has 
come in an order and their alternative words as referring 
to some other subject other than the meaning of the well- 
known Siva. And that another subject is Narayana only, 
because it is conducive to other srutis also. 

Further, Subalopanisad, Mahopanisad and 
Narayanopanisad specifically mention the existence of 
Narayana and the non-existence of Brahma and Isana; and 
that Brahma and Isana were born. Therefore, the words 
Isana, etc., that are in this Upanisad cannot be accepted 
as denoting the well-known Siva. Because if it is accepted, 
then there will be a conflict. One should not suspect a 
reversal. That doubt does not arise because it is against 
the order, etc. There's no sruti available which negates the 
specific Narayana at the beginning of Creation. 

Moreover, if it is accepted that the well-known 
Isa who is other than Narayana is the subject of this 
Svetasvataropanisad on the strength of the words Isa, etc., 
which are used in the Upanisad, then in its 6th chapter 
there are the following statements: 

1. tarn Isvaranam ... [VI:7] 

2. tarn devatanyam ... bhuvanesamidyam [VI:7] 

3. na tasya karyam . . . [VI:8] 



58 



Who is the Supreme God, Visnu or £iva? 

4. na tat samasca ... drsyate [VI:8] 

5. parasya sakti ... kriya ca [VI:8] 

6. na tasya ... na cadhipa [VI:9] 

In this last statement, the word "Mahesvara" who is 
ascended in "yoga" tells that Rudra alone is endowed 
with limitless lordship. With this, the exclusion of others 
is established. Therefore, one cannot justify the adjective 
"parama". The adjective "parama" does not become fruitful 
in the absence of anyone superior to Mahesvara. This is not 
the introduction of a praise. This is an introduction of the 
description of reality. Moreover, if you say that both Rudra 
and Narayana at the same time or with the difference in 
kalpa are the creators of Hiranyagarbha who is capable 
of creating the world at the beginning of Creation like the 
stick and the wheel towards the jar, or the egg and the lotus 
towards Hiranyagarbha, then how can one explain the 
negation of another purusa like Rudra as in "na tat samas 
. . . drSyate", because Narayana will be equal to Him. 

Also, if you say that the well-known Siva like Narayana 
is the creator of Hiranyagarbha. If you say that, then there 
will be a conflict with a mantra by the name "prapadana" 
in Samaveda which describes Rudra as the son of 
Hiranyagarbha by the statement "virupaksaya dandam ... 
namah". Similarly, there'll be a conflict with the discussion 
or mention in satapatha Brahmana which mentions the 
son of Brahma and adds eight names after that with the 
statement "samvatsare kumaro ... tapasadhijato'si". The 
eight names are: Rudra, Bhava, Sarva, Isana, Pasupati, 
Bhima, Ugra and Mahadeva. Also, the well-known Rudra 
is known to have been bom from Narayana according 
to the statement "narayanad brahmo ... jayate". If it is 
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understood that this Svetasvataropanisad is about Rudra as 
the source of the Universe, then how is it possible to justify 
the statement "na casya . . . na cadhipa" which negates his 
creator. 

Moreover, if Svetasvataropanisad is considered as 
having a subject other than Narayana, then one cannot 
explain the mantras "sahasrasirsa purusah" [111:14], "purusa 
evedagam sarvam" [111:15] which are about Narayana. 
And if Rudra is considered the subject of discussion in 
Svetasvataropanisad, then one cannot explain the recitation 
of the characteristics of Visnu in the form of the impeller 
of the sattva guna by "mahan prabhurvai ... pravartaka" 
[111:12]. The quality of being the impeller of sattva guna has 
not been established by means of any pramanas. It will be 
mentioned later that Visnu is the deity of the Purusasukta. 
Maitrayaniyopanisad mentions that Visnu is the portion 
of sattva, and Brahma and Rudra are of rajas and tamas 
in the statement "atha yo havai khalu ... yo'yam rudrah". 
In the Varaha Purana, in the dialogue between Agastya 
and Varaha, Rudra himself mentions that Visnu is of the 
essence of sattva by the statement "yat sattvam sa hari ... 
iha loke paratraca". Similarly, the Linga Purana mentions 
Visnu as the sattva deity according to the statements 
by Nandikesvara in the 14th chapter with the words 
"Hiranyagarbho rajasa ... sarvasanmayah." In the 34th 
chapter "tvatkopa sambhavo ... sattvena purusottamah". 
In the chapter after that, "paramatmanam Isanam ... 
bhagavantam janardana." Other puranas also describe 
the nature of the devotees with the words "sattvikaih.... 
sarasvati" and from that description the nature of the gods 
like Visnu can be determined. It is well-known in the world 
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that subjects are of the same nature as that of the masters. 
Also, Rudra is mentioned as being the object of knowledge 
of the great immanent in all, the Supreme Brahman whose 
sense is the Supreme Reality. Therefore, following that 
lead also, one should accept that Narayana is the subject 
of Svetasva taropanisad . It will be mentioned or discussed 
that Taittiriyopanisad also has Narayana as its subject. By 
saying Narayana is the subject of great knowledge, and 
others being the object of slight knowledge, others are 
excluded from being the object of knowledge sought by 
the salvation-seekers. One should not suspect the tatpurusa 
compound involving the ablative case as "narayanat 
parabrahma" in the statement "narayana parabrahma". 
It is determined to be a karmadharaya compound by 
the nisadhasthapatyadhikarana nyaya [Mimamsa Sutra 
VI:1:51] which means the sthapati [chief] who is a nisadha 
[tribesman]. When there is a question in the compound 
"nisadha sthapati", the issue is whether the compound 
should be interpreted as the chief of the nisadha or the 
chief who is a nisadha. And the second interpretation is 
what makes it a karmadharaya compound. That is what is 
accepted according to this. Because of the conflicts involved 
with so many cited srutis, one cannot explain or interpret 
the srutis as referring to someone else other than Narayana 
as the source of Creation. 

One should not say that in the statement "tattvam 
narayanah parah" the word "para" is masculine, and is 
therefore inappropriate because it should have been in 
neuter gender in order to express the desired meaning. In 
that case, in the statement "yo'nyam ... aham asmi" this 
"anyam devatam" should have been in the masculine 
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gender. Moreover, since the Svetasvataropanisad reiterates 
the meaning or the subject arrived at from the Subalopanisad 
which concentrates on Narayana, it is not appropriate that 
it should be of the opposite meaning because it will create 
conflict with what it depends on. And repetitive statement 
depends upon purovada. Thus, by this there's no problem 
that the specific words in the Svetasvataropanisad such as 
"Isa", etc., that refer to Rudra would refer to Narayana by 
indication because there the derivative meaning applies 
to Narayana. Only the conventional meaning is negated. 
And that is tolerable in order to reconcile many nyayas 
in srutis. By this the argument in Svetasvataropanisad 
by these mantras "yo devanam prabhavasco'dbhavasca" 
[IV: 12], "visvadhipo ... maharsih" [IV:12], "Hiranyagarbham 
purva" by mentioning the creator of Hiranyagarbha who 
is the first among gods reveals Siva as the cause of all, is 
refuted. 

Because in that sentence "yo devanam", the relative 
pronoun "yat" is used and therefore it reiterates "narayanad 
... jayate" one should not suspect reversal. The sruti 
"nesanah" negates the existence of Rudra at the beginning 
of Creation. Therefore it is not possible that Rudra is 
the creator of Hiranyagarbha who is the first among the 
gods. The statement "narayanad ... jayate", "narayana ... 
rudro jayate" mentions the origination of Rudra after the 
origination of Hiranyagarbha from Narayana. Therefore, 
it is not possible to explain, Rudra as the creator of 
Hiranyagarbha because Rudra came into being after 
Hiranyagarbha. 

One should not say that the words Rudra and Isana 
refer to Rudra who is one of the three forms in the form of 
the gunas — sattva, rajas and tamas — and not the Supreme 
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Siva. There is no proof of the existence of the Supreme 
Siva who is other than the well-known Rudra. And if it 
is accepted as so, he will be accepted as not other than 
Narayana. Therefore, the debate doesn't end. Because in 
that case, the argument is only about the name. That's the 
problem. It is not proper to accept the distinction only by the 
name of the entity which is heard as being endowed with 
the specific properties of the Supreme Reality which are 
accepted by both sides in the debate. Because if you accept 
it, then you will have to accept more than one independent 
and conscious origin of the creation of the world. That is 
a problem when we both have not accepted that. It is not 
even appropriate. And even if you accept Him as one of 
the three deities, there is no proof that Visnu is a form of 
guna like Brahma and Rudra. That will be discussed later. 

According to the sarvavedantapratyaya nyaya, it is 
necessary that the words "Rudra" and "Narayana" refer 
to either Rudra or Narayana as the subject. They cannot 
be construed without either one indicating the other. 
Therefore, it is necessary to accept one deity. Therefore, 
because the word "Rudra" being the qualifying form 
of the usage of the relative pronoun "yat" in the mantra 
"yo devanam" is accepted as referring to Narayana as 
the subject. By this, according to the Svetasvataropanisad 
mantras "yo devanam prabhavasco'dbhavasca"; and "yo 
devanam ... pasyata jayamana", Rudra who is larger than 
the Universe saw with his eye of wisdom Hiranyagarbha 
who was being bom from Himself, i.e. Rudra for the 
sake of creating the Universe. This is according to the 
aparimitadhikarananyaya. 

Thus the argument that the elaborate description from 
the Linga Purana "avyaktadabhavasthanuh ... sakalam 
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jagad" is not appropriate. Because that statement also 
reiterates the subject arrived from the sruti "narayanad 
brahma jayate" because of the usage of the relative 
pronoun "yat" in the mantra "yo devanam". In order 
to satisfy the expectation created by the word which is 
dependent upon its counterpart, that word follows the 
nearest as its counterpart. This meaning is established by 
the aparimitadhikarananyaya. Thus, the mere proximity 
or explanation in the form of expectation is reason enough 
to construe Rudra as the creator of Hiranyagarbha. That's 
not appropriate. Brahma is not Isana. Thus there are 
statements "tasya dhyanansthasya ... puruso jayate", 
"narayanadbrahmo ... jayate." If it is so, then a statement 
is more forceful than the proximity of the discussion. 
Because of conflict with the statement, Rudra cannot be 
explained as the creator of Brahma at the beginning of 
Creation. Therefore, Rudra has to be explained as referring 
to Narayana because of the order it appears in. Even by 
elaborating as "avyaktadabhavasthanuh", Siva cannot be 
proved as the Ultimate Cause because one cannot logically 
establish §iva as the Ultimate Cause because He himself 
was originated from the unmanifest. 

The mantra "Harigharantam ... matlna" mentions 
Rudra as subject to destruction by Visnu expressed by 
the word "Hari" because the meaning of the sruti is 
understood as "to Hari who carries away [destroys] Rudra 
who is the Lord of the World". Also, the Mahabharata 
elaborates "brahmandam indram rudram ca ... tasmat 
haririhocyate". The sruti beginning with "tasyendro ... 
sampravargyo'bhavat" also describes Rudra in a similar 
fashion. Therefore, the Brahmanda Purana elaborates on the 



64 Who is the Supreme God, Visnu or £iva? 

said sruti by the statement "indrena vamrirupena chinno 
... purvavaktrtan." Similarly, Kurma Purana elaborates in 
its description of the battle between Nrsimha and Sarabha. 
Nrsimha says to Sarabha "raksitum naiva sakto'si . . . pranan 
lebhe bhavan Sive". Although the mantra "yo devanam" is 
about Rudra, our interpretation of that mantra "Rudra who 
is capable of witnessing the happenings in all the three 
times with his great power of yoga as seen by the great 
sages saw through his yogic power Hiranyagarbha who 
had originated from Narayana before Rudra's own birth 
as remaining after birth" is appropriate. Therefore, there 
is no possibility that the sentences mentioning the words 
Rudra and Narayana as expressive of different meanings 
are anuvadas and purovadas. Thus the argument that it is 
appropriate to consider both the statements as prescriptive 
because of the absence of the current subject, although the 
usage of "yat", is beaten back or rejected. 

If you accept that argument, both Rudra and Narayana, 
being the creators of Hiranyagarbha who was the cause of 
the world, would be equally considered as the creators of 
the world. Don't say that this is what we want, because 
there will be a problem of overpervasiveness of the 
characteristic of the Ultimate Reality in the form of the 
cause of Creation of the Universe, etc., which is accepted 
as the property of either Rudra or Narayana only. And 
there will be a problem of a conflict with the srutis which 
express the absence of more than one as the Ultimate 
Reality by the statements such as "ekamevadvitlyam" 
[Chandogya Upanisad VI:2:1], "na tat samasca ... drsyate" 
[Svetasvatara Upanisad VI:8], etc. And because of the 
understanding, the Subalopanisad and Svetasvataropanisad 
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mantras which use the words "Narayana" and "6iva" in 
different senses "naiveha ... aslt" [Subala Upanisad VI:1], 
"amulamanadhara ... prajayante" [Subala Upanisad VI: 1], 
"divyo devo ... narayanah" [Subala Upanisad VI:1], and 
"avyaktam aksare ... eva kevalah". With these quotations, 
the word "Narayanah" is used while "avyaktam aksare" 
uses "Siva". As per these quotes, thus if the Subalopanisad 
and Svetasvataropanisad mantras use "Narayana" and 
"6iva" as denoting different subjects, then they cannot be 
understood as purovadas and anuvadas. If you say that the 
sentence from Subalopanisad is a purovada statement in 
relation to the Svetasvataropanisad mantra "yada tamah" 
like the statement "prajapatir va . . . so'sminnandhantamasi 
prasarpa" because there is no alternative explanation, then 
you would be accepting the two statements as purovada 
and anuvada even though they express different meanings 
by their words. That is why in the sruti, when the discussion 
is started by the statement "anoranlyan" [Svetasvatara 
Upanisad 111:20], the subject is self-realization due to the 
grace of Hiranyagarbha with the sruti "dhatuprasadat 
mahimanam Isam" refers to Isa specifically by name. And 
"visvadhipo rudro maharsih" Svetasvatara Upanisad 
IV:12] mentions the same "Isa" which has been introduced 
by the word "Rudra" as the originator of Hiranyagarbha. 
And in conclusion, the Upanisad ends with the word 
"Mahesvara" who is Rudra himself by the statement "yo 
vedadau svarah ... yo parassamahesvarah". Thus it is 
refuted that the whole following statement ends in 6iva. 
In the discussion of Ultimate Reality in the statement 
"ambasya pare bhuvanasya madhye...." having generally 
introduced some subject, then it is specifically mentioned 
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by the word "prajapati". Then having described Him as 
the support of all, immanent in all, support of all gods, the 
object of all knowledge for salvation seekers, the Lord of 
all, etc., having considered Him by the word "prajapati" 
in the middle by the statement "prajapati ... rtasye", the 
word "dhatr" which is an alternative word for "prajapati" 
is mentioned as the creator of all because of the absence 
of conflict like that of the earlier creator by the statements 
"suryacandramasau ... akalpayat". 

In the statement "anoranlyan ..." the second phrase 
in the statement, i.e. "mahatomahlyan" recognizes and 
grasps the same subject that is referred to in the first 
phrase. Otherwise, there will be a problem of conflict of 
considering the introduction of Supreme Reality in which 
there is no conflict. Thus when the word "Prajapati" is 
used as an alternative to "Hiranyagarbha", then in order 
to avoid the conflict with the introduction, the words 
"Rudra" and "Isa" will also have to be taken as referring to 
"Hiranyagarbha". Then in the mantra "visvadhiko Rudro 
maharsi" which contains the phrase "Hiranyagarbham 
apasyat", there will be a problem of resorting to its 
own meaning, i.e., atmasrayabhasa. And that is totally 
inappropriate. And Narayanopanisad and Mahopanisad 
mention that Prajapati was bom from Narayana at the 
beginning of Creation, and Mahopanisad especially 
mentions Narayana as the originator of Prajapati by the 
statements "yannabhipadmad ... visvarupah", "tamevam 
... atimrtyumeti", "nanyapanthah". And it also rejects 
knowledge of anything else as a means to moksa and 
establishes that knowledge of Narayana only leads to 
the Ultimate Truth. In order to avoid conflict with this, it 
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resorts to the derivative meaning of Prajapati by refuting 
the conventional meaning as the "Lord of the People". It is 
necessary that the word "prajapati" in the discussion of the 
introduction of the Supreme Truth refers to Narayana. In 
order to avoid conflict, the words "Isa" and "Rudra" in it 
also are about Narayana. Therefore, the doubt that Rudra 
is the creator of Hiranyagarbha does not arise. Otherwise, 
there will be a problem of incongruity with the frequent use 
of the word "Narayana" found in the Mahopanisad which 
describes the properties of Narayana by the statement 
"sahasraslrastvasya ... sahasraksa". Refutation of too many 
things is not justifiable. 

By the statement "ambasya pare ..." meaning "greater 
than the greatest in the unfathomable waters", this 
description refers to Him, i.e., Narayana. On the strength of 
the description of someone as greater than the greatest, as 
per the statement of Manu Smrti "apo nara iti prokta" greater 
than the greatest who is the support of the unfathomable 
waters is known to be the derivative meaning of the word 
" Narayana" . Thus here "Prajapati" who is introduced by the 
description of specific properties of Narayana such as being 
inside the ocean by statements like "yamantas samudre ... 
vayanti" is also known as the Supreme Brahman according 
to those who know by the statement "tadeva brahma ... 
kavinam". With the statements "yo vedadau svarah ..." 
and "prakrti llnasye", the very learned sakanayana who 
began to explain the word "sadhu" by dividing the stem 
and the suffix, by the unadi sutra "avatesnilopasca", 
lie accepted that sound "om" as originating from a root 
by "om iti pranavasyavaraksane" and described it as 
submerged in a root by "vyutpadanatprakrtavavaraksana" 
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and that is clearly grasped as coming from the root, and 
this "omkara" has the meaning of protection, and that 
meaning is expressed by the pranava in "tat param idam 
paramam". By seeing the usage of the term "para", it is the 
Supreme that is mentioned. He is the one that is qualified 
by the quality of protection, i.e. Narayana. He is the great 
god intended here. Not the well-known Siva. There is no 
one else known as the protector of the world. The well- 
known Mahesvara is known as the destroyer of the world. 
Thus there is the sruti "aham rudraya ... hantavan" and 
"mahimsih purusam jagat", etc. Therefore, this whole 
segment is about Narayana. 

According to this argument, the mantra "yo vedadau. . 
[Mahanarayana Upanisad X:7], etc., is about Narayana, and 
not according to the introduction of the subject, because 
the specific start has been with Siva both in the derivative 
and conventional meanings with the word "Isa" as per 
the statement "dhatu prasadat mahimanam Isam" not by 
following an inference because in the statement "visvadhiko 
rudro maharsih", Siva is indicated in the middle by the 
word "Rudra" because the chapter ends with its being about 
Siva. Also, not because of what is the theme mandated in 
this mantra. In the statement "yah parassa Mahesvarah", 
the word "MaheSvara" is specific to Siva. The Supreme 
Deity which is reiterated by the phrase "yah parah" ends in 
the meaning prescribing the form of Siva. Also, this is not 
a reiteration of the real meaning of the nature of pranava 
following the repitition. Because the nature of pranava is 
sound only. The Bhagavata Purana resolves its nature as 
being sound according to the statement "samahitatmano 
... hrdayakasadabhinnadah". Siva is the meaning of the 
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sound, not Narayana. The statements from the Puranas 
such as "evam tisrtirupetam ... bodhayati" determine it to 
be expressive of Siva. Therefore, this mantra is also about 
Siva because of the beginning, inference, injunction and 
the meaningfulness of the repetition. From this argument 
i t is refuted that the meditation on the subtle self described 
in the middle of the anuvaka does not depend upon any 
other subject other than Siva. Because as mentioned before, 
the word "prajapati" which is introduced by the word 
"parama" must be about Narayana. And the context that 
follows it at the end should be led according to the previous 
context. Pranava should be accepted as the meaning of the 
word "svara" [vowel] in "yo vedadau svaraproktah" on 
the strength of the sruti "svara tyanokrtam ... visiryate", 
and because it is derived from the root "ava" [to protect], 
its nature is protection. And its meaning is protection 
which is an alternative word for "palana" [preservation]. 
And protection is known as the specific function of 
Visnu, and also according to the subject of repetition, this 
mantra should certainly be about Narayana. Otherwise, 
there will be a problem of contradiction with the smrti 
"ahameko'khilaguno ... pranavo mama" which describes 
pranava as expressive of Visnu. The statement in the 
Bhagavata Purana "samahitatmano brahman" is laudatory 
like the statement "omkarena sarvavak santrno", and there 
is no proof for saying that "omkara" which is expressed 
by the word "pranava" is the nature of sound. Because its 
nature of sound cannot be grasped by the sound from the 
throat. And even if pranava is understood of the nature of 
sound, there is no proof that the sound refers to Siva. The 
cited statement from the purana is not a proof there. 
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In that purana, the phrase "sivatmanam" means "of 
the soul of Siva", i.e. the inner self. Otherwise, the word 
"atmanam" becomes futile. Thus because of these reasons, 
this mantra is about Siva because of the proceedings, and 
because of the meaningfulness of the reiteration of the 
prescription. Thus the argument, that the meditation of the 
inner self prescribed in the middle of this anuvaka is also 
about Siva and not about Narayana, is rejected. According 
to the said manner, it is not established that the proceedings 
are about Siva. Therefore, the prescription of the meditation 
on the subtle self within this text by the statement "tasmin 
yadanta ... upasitavyam" has Narayana as its deity. And 
in the following anuvaka which describes the expected 
attributes by "padmakosapratikasam", etc., the statement 
"sahasrasirsam", etc., elaborates on the glory of Narayana. 
Now where's the conflict? Also, in the cited Upanisads 
such as Subala, etc., only Narayana is specifically expressed 
or mentioned as the Source of All, the Support of All, the 
Soul of All, the Object of meditation by salvation-seekers, 
the Lord of the whole universe, the Absolute Lord and 
the Totally Independent. Therefore, following the lead, it 
is appropriate to accept the Svetasvataropanisad also as 
wholly referring to Narayana. Therefore, how can there 
not be the chagapasunnyaya in the current context? By this 
the statement "hiranyagarbha samavartatagre" does not 
have just one meaning by the phrase "abhyassambhutah" 
because we see the word "prajapati" which is specific to the 
four-headed god there. But the word "purusa" is general, 
and therefore can apply to the four-faced god also. And 
also because we see the word "prajapati", etc., in these 
four statements: 
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1 . ambasyapara 

2. prajapatiscarati garbhe antah [Mahanarayana 
Upanisad 1:1] 

3. sano bandhor janita 

4. suryacandramasau [Brhadaranyaka Upanisad 
111:8:9; Mahanarayana Upanisad V:7; XXV:1] 

And because of these three reasons, Hiranyagarbha is 
the Ultimate Reality because He is the cause of the world. 
This side of the argument is also rejected. 

And the specific sruti "na brahma na Isana" [Maha 
Upanisad 1], etc., negates the role of Hiranyagarbha. 
Therefore the argument that He is the cause of the world 
is refuted because of the absence of anything special 
that should be said. And the following attributes cannot 
be explained in Hiranyagarbha, expressed by the word 
"prajapati". And those attributes are: 

1. dwelling in the ocean as understood by the 
statement "yamatantah . . . vayanti" in the anuvaka 
"ambasya pare". 

2. the transcendence beyond the darkness as 
understood from the statement "yadekam avyaktam 
... tamasasparastat". 

3. the quality of being a Person of the golden hue 
understood from the statement "sarve nimisa jajnire 
... purusadadhi". [Mahanarayana Upanisad 1:8] 

4. being the origin of the variegated universe as 
understood from the statement "sa apah ... ubhe 
ime". [Mahanarayana Upanisad 1:9] 

5. being the object of knowledge which is instrumental 
in attaining emancipation as understood from the 
statement "evam viduram ... bhavanti". 
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6. having eyes, etc., everywhere as understood from 
the distinct characteristics of having thousand 
heads, as sung in the Narayana Purusa Sukta with 
"visvatascaksur visvato mukhah". 

Also, the well-known Prajapati is understood as the 
product of Narayana is regulated by Narayana and is 
under the sway of action. Therefore, Narayana is the only 
one who remains as the origin. Because of the sruti "na 
karmanavardhate no kanlyan" intends to say the absence 
of increase and decrease in reaction to action. And in the 
middle in the statements "anoranlyan" and "tarn akratum 
. . . vitasokam" describe that the subject of their description 
is without any action. According to the sruti "acaryavan 
puruso veda" which confers grace which is the cause of the 
knowledge of Narayana expressed by the word "Isa", and 
Prajapati expressed by the word "dhatr" are understood 
as "acarya" [teacher]. Therefore it cannot be logically 
explained as primarily the object of knowledge of the 
salvation-seekers. Also, He cannot be logically explained 
as the creator of Hiranyagarbha as understood from the 
statement "yo devanam prathamam purastat". It is not 
appropriate that He himself is the first product and also 
the cause of Himself. Moreover, if we accept Him as the 
subject of discussion of Mahopanisad, then Hiranyagarbha 
cannot be explained as Mahesvara and as the subject or 
meaning of pranava as understood from the statement "yo 
vedadau svarah proktah". It cannot be justified that He is 
the protector. Protection is the specific function of Visnu 
who is the essential meaning of pranava which is the subject 
of repetition. Moreover if we consider that Mahopanisad is 
about Hiranyagarbha, then one cannot explain His having 
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thousand heads, etc., which is the attribute of Narayana 
as sung in the Purusa Sukta and understood from the 
statements "sahasraslrsam devam". Because He is well- 
known as having only four faces; because the face cannot 
be without a head; and if there are a thousand heads, there 
will be a thousand faces. Also, in this interpretation there 
will be lack of explanation of the practice of the specific 
word "Narayana" which is used ten times. In comparison to 
the words expressing Hiranyagarbha, the words expressing 
Narayana such as Acyuta, Hari, etc., which are specific to 
Narayana are many. Accordingly, it is appropriate that the 
fewer will be rejected. 

Moreover, there will be a lack of explanation of the 
statements which express the eminence of Narayana as 
among the objects of knowledge by statements "narayanam 
mahajneyam", etc. Also, there will be lack of explanation of 
the statements which express Narayana as the Body of All, 
as the Inner Self of All, the Supreme Lord as understood 
from the Subalopanisad which is about Narayana by the 
statements "visvam narayanam", "visvatmanam", etc., 
by this the argument that if Narayana is the soul of the 
Universe, He will be identical with Hiranyagarbha is 
rejected. That's why when it is said that "visvamevedam 
purusah", the objection is raised that the Universe is made 
by Him. It is shown that He is so mentioned with the 
relationship of that on which one depends and the one who 
depends upon. Also, if Hiranyagarbha is considered the 
subject of this Upanisad, then there is lack of explanation of 
the description of the absence of the previous and the later 
limits by the statement "visvatah paramannityam" because 
according to the statements "narayanad brahma jayate". 



74 



Who is the Supreme God, Visnu or Siva? 

"Narayane prallyantam", He has both limits. Moreover, 
there will be a lack of explanation of the qualities of being 
the Lord of the Universe, the Absolute Lord, the Lord of 
All Creatures and Totally Independent as expressed by 
the statements "patim visvasyatmesvaram", "na tasyesah 
... tannama mahadyasah". Also, the statement "narayana 
param brahma" which mentions Narayana as the Supreme 
Brahman cannot be explained. The pancaml tatpurusa 
compound as "narayanat param brahma" is not intended 
here. According to the nisadhasthapatyadhikaranannyaya, 
it is not appropriate to abandon a karmadharaya compound 
without any negating factor. Because the indicative meaning 
expresssed by the meaning of the case of the tatpurusa 
compound in which both members of the compound are 
in the same case, has more strength because they are not 
weighted in comparison with the tatpurusa compound 
in which the members are in different cases. In the Linga 
Purana, Narayana says to Brahma "aham eva param 
brahma . . . aham vibhuh". And the attributes describing the 
Supreme Brahman, etc., are described as that of Narayana. 
Therefore, it is not appropriate to abandon the explanation 
of the tatpurusa compound in which both members are in 
the same case. 

And following the context, the case ending following 
the term "narayana" may be deleted according to Panini 
Sutra VII:1:9. It is possible to explain it with that reference. 
Thus there's no explanation of having the prescribed 
form of Reality by "tattvam narayanah parah". It is not 
appropriate to explain that He who is born of Narayana is 
the Supreme Reality in the form of the cause of the whole 
world because He himself is a part of the Creation. And 
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also, the three statements, one from the Bhagavata and the 
other two from the Brahmanda and Kurma Puranas. Two 
of these are: 

1. ye'nyam devam ... narakam yati vartate. 

2. ye tu samanya ... narakarha naradhama. 

Now these statements also cannot be explained. And 
also there will be no explanation of the All-pervasiveness 
of God in all the world that is understood with proofs of 
direct perception, etc. And also there will be no explanation 
of the act or the agent of meditation on the Supreme Light 
that is arrived from the statement "narayanam paramjyoti". 
Also, there will be no explanation of qualities of infinity, 
imperishability, etc., that are described of Brahman which 
is an object of knowledge by the salvation-seekers as 
understood from the sruti "brahmavid apnoti param". 
The meaning of the word "infinite" which means the 
absence of any boundaries of Time, Space and qualities 
cannot be explained in the case of Hiranyagarbha. 
The sruti "na brahma nesana" negates the existence of 
Hiranyagarbha at the beginning of Creation. Therefore, 
he cannot be said to be without a boundary of time. In 
the anuvaka "yamantassamudre ..." there is a repetition 
by the statement "samudrentam visvasambhuvam" of 
the characteristic of Narayana as dwelling inside the 
ocean which is understood from the previous statement. 
That repetition cannot be explained. It is not appropriate 
to accept this Upanisad as being about Hiranyagarbha 
by accepting the rejection of many srutis mentioning 
Narayana and the discussion of His properties on the basis 
of accepting a few srutis mentioning Prajapati. Therefore, 
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here the words "prajapati", etc., mention only Narayana 
who is the Supreme Reality as the Supreme Cause. 
Moreover in "saptadasa ... pasuna labhata", etc., Prajapati 
is described as being dark of one form by the words 
"syama ... prajapati samdhrya". Because of that, the word 
"prajapati" is used in the sense of Visnu. Therefore the first 
statement "saptadasa" should be considered to be about 
Visnu. The four-syllabled word "asravaya", another four- 
syllabled "astusrosa", the two-syllabled word "yaja", the 
five-syllabled word "ye yajamahe" and the four-syllabled 
"vasatkara" are understood as "prajapati" by "dvayaksaro 
vasatkara ... prajapati". The Mahabharata statement 
"caturbhisca caturbhusca ... same visnu prasldatu" 
also suggests it to be about Visnu. Therefore the word 
"prajapati" is used as being about Visnu. Also, this word 
"prajapati" is mentioned to be about "Narayana" in the 
Mahabharata. Elsewhere it is said "rajadhiraja ... sa pita sa 
prajapati". By this the words Isa, Rudra, Isana that appear 
in the Mahopanisad are explained. Because if they are 
about the well-known Siva, then the previously mentioned 
faults cannot be explained. And as will be explained later, 
they can be explained as being about Visnu. 

Now it is not appropriate to understand this 
Upanisad as being about Visnu. If you accept that, 
then there is contradiction with the statement in the 
Sivasankalpopanisad which loudly proclaims "paratparo 
brahma. ..tatparatparatohlsa" implying Siva as higher 
than Narayana. Therefore, it is not appropriate to 
understand the phrase "narayanam parambrahma" as a 
karmadharaya compound in this Upanisad according to 
the said nyaya. But it is appropriate to explain it as an 
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ablative tatpurusa compound. If you say this thing, that 
is not so. Because, following the lead of the Mahopanisad 
and the Narayanopanisad, Narayana is superior as the 
creator of Brahma and Isa at the beginning of Creation. 
Brahma who was bom earlier than Isa is superior to the 
latter because of his seniority. And because the order of the 
meaning is stronger than the order of words, one should 
respect the order of the meaning in "tatparatparatohlsah 
... tatparatparatoharih". Therefore in the statement 
"narayanam param brahma", there is no ablative tatpurusa 
compound according to this sruti but karmadharaya 
compound only according to the said nyaya. Otherwise 
there will be incongruity with the statement "uttama 
purusa ... udahrta" which describes Narayana only as the 
well-known Supreme Soul who is already introduced in 
"tasya sikhaya madhye ... vyavasthitah" which appears 
later. And in the Mahopanisad "narayana parabrahma" 
which appears in the same chapter cannot be explained by 
breaking the stems of the compound. Moreover, because 
of the use of the emphatic particle "eva" in the sruti 
"yo devanam ... eka eva", one should accept only one 
primary meaning of the names of all the gods. And that 
main meaning should be accepted as Brahman according 
to the sruti "brahmaiva vacah ... vyoma". The word 
"Brahma" should be accepted as referring to Narayana 
according to the derivative meaning and convention. The 
derivative meaning comes from the sruti "atha kasmad ... 
asminguna". 

In the prior statement "yamantasamudre...." the specific 
properties of Narayana such as dwelling in the ocean 
are described. Now the sruti "tadeva rtam ... paramam 
kavlnam" mentions that according to the seers that is 
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Brahman because the meaning of the word "Brahma" is not 
known to refer to Him who is so described as lying on the 
ocean, etc. The use of the emphatic particle "eva" indicates 
it to be the primary meaning. Therefore the word "Brahma" 
should be accepted as referring to Narayana according to 
the derivative meaning and according to convention. 

Let us consider the statements in the Purusa Sukta 
which is about Narayana. 

1. sarvani rupani vicitya ... [Rgveda X:90:16] 

2. dhatapurastat yamudajahara ... [Rgveda X:90:17] 

3. tameva vidvanamrta ... [Rgveda X:90:20] 

The word "pravidvan" in the second statement means 
"having prior knowledge", "sakra" means "endowed with 
the highest sovereignty" like him, "dhata" means "having 
great intellect" which means "being without the modes 
of thinking" inspired by the laziness of the intellect such 
as "how can I alone create all kinds of things in the 
phenomenal world in the form of names and forms", 
"sarvani rupani vicitya" that means "tatha namani krtva", 
i.e., having made the names first, then having made the 
four-directions and then having made the objects in the 
directions He described them with names. Later on he sat 
there speaking or mentioning all the forms because they 
were qualified by names. The word "yad" in "yadaste" 
means "tasmat" [from him] equal to the primary meaning 
of all the words. A man who knows this Great Superior 
Man in the said manner such as "having a thousand 
heads", etc., becomes immortal. His knowledge is the only 
means of moksa. There's no other means. In that sense 
only Narayana is understood as the primary meaning of 
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all words. Thus in the said manner, Narayana is the one 
who should be accepted as the primary meaning of all 
words. According to these statements from sruti and smrti 
also one should accept Narayana only as expressed by all 
words. 

1. namani visvani ... sarvam 

2. namani sarvani ... paramudaharanti 

3. vacasam ... uttamam 

4. vedaksaran ... na samsayah 

Narayana is primarily known as the object and the 
essence of all Vedas according to sruti, smrti and especially 
words of Vaisampayana by the statements: 

1. aham vijanami . . . 

2. vedairaneka ... 

3. sarve vedah ... 

4. sarve veda yatpadama . . . 

5. vedesca sarvairahameva ... 

6. narayanaparavedah ... 

7. natasma sarva ... 

8. vede ramayane caiva purane ... 

9. vede ramayane caiva bharate ... 

10. namo bhagavate tasmai ... 

Therefore, one should accept that Narayana is the 
primary subject of narration of all the names of the gods 
such as Prajapati, etc., in Mahopanisad, Taittiriyopanisad 
as well as the names of the gods in other Upanisads. It is 
not appropriate to abandon the primary meaning in the 
absence of something that will refute it. Therefore, He is 
the one who should be accepted as subject and the essence 
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of the other Upanisads also. Then how can there be a 
contingency of Brahma and Isana as being the primary 
object, and how can there be the contingency that they 
will be the subject as the great reality of those Upanisads? 
Therefore, this Upanisad is about Narayana only. Now if 
you say that there is no proof that the word "narayana" 
conventionally refers to Visnu, and the derivation of the 
word does not determine that Narayana is Visnu. Therefore, 
even if this Upanisad is about Narayana, it is not certain 
that it is about Visnu. Such a view is unacceptable. 

If the word "narayana" is understood only in its 
derivative meaning, then the syllable "na" in "narayana" 
cannot be explained. But if it is understood in its 
conventional meaning, then the syllable "na" is possible 
because it is caused by being in a proper name. According 
to the grammatical dictum "ptirvapadat ..." enunciated in 
Panini Sutra VIII:4:3 one shouldn't say that. Even then there 
is no proof that the word "narayana" is a proper name. The 
proof is in the usage of the noble people which has been 
sung since time immemorial. And because it is well-known 
from the kosa "visnumarayanah krsnah". If you consider 
the word "narayana" as being the name of another deity, 
that deity doesn't exist. One shouldn't say this "na" in the 
word "narayana" is possible as in the word "sarvanama" 
even though the latter is a noun. The sound "na" in the 
word "sarvanama" does not change to "na" which shows 
that the change from "na" to "na" is optional. There it 
is possible that "na" does not change to "na" because 
Panini has articulated in the word "sarvanama" the lack 
of change from "na" to "na" by the rule "sarvadhini...." 
[Asnadhyayl 1:1:27], But there is no such articulation of 
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the word "narayana" and therefore the change from "na" 
to "na" is not possible without its being a noun. There is 
no absence of proof that there is no derivative meaning 
of the word "narayana" like the word "dittha", etc., if the 
word "Narayana" is conventionally used as a proper name 
of Visnu. The Manusmrti statement "apo nara iti prokta 
... narayanassmrtah" which will be quoted later on is the 
proof for the earlier argument. 

In the Yadavagiri Mahatmya by Narada, the 
celestial sage also mentions Visnu as the meaning of the 
word "narayana" as a derivative meaning also by the 
statements: 

1. apo hi narasabdarthah ... 

2. naro hi bhagavan visnuh ... 

3. athava netrbhutoyam ... 

4. jnanasaktyado ... 

5. sadgunyaparipurnoyam ... 

Therefore the word "Narayana" as referring to Visnu 
is certainly established by etymology also. Thus the said 
Upanisad also is about Him, and not about any other 
subject. 

With this, in this Upanisad beginning with the statement 
"nidhana pataye" and with statements "sadyojatam 
prapadyami", etc., many forms of Sadasiva expressed by 
the word "Rudra" are mentioned by the terms Sadyojata, 
Vamadeva, Aghora, Tatpurusa and Isana. The statement 
"Isanassarvavidyanam" describes Him as the Lord of All 
Learning, as the Lord of All Beings, as the Lord of All 
Living Creatures, as the Lord of the four-faced Brahma 
who is the best among the individual souls and as having 
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an auspicious form. In the middle the statement "namo 
hiranya bahave" which is sung by Rudra and is about 
Rudra describes Him only as the object of description. 
In the statements "ambikapataye umapataye ... namah" 
and "rtangasatyam param ... Rudraya namo astu" the 
characteristic specific to 6iva such as the Lord of Ambika 
are mentioned. They are applicable only to Rudra. He 
himself, i.e. Rudra, is arrived at from the sruti "rtam 
satyam param brahma" which mentions the cosmic form 
specific to Rudra; therefore He himself is mentioned as the 
Supreme Reality. The statements "visvarupaya vai namah", 
etc., describe Rudra as the Soul of the phenomenal world 
and of purusas. And according to the conclusion drawn 
with this elaboration, it is appropriate to say that this 
upanisad is about Sadasiva only and whose other name is 
Rudra. Thus the argument that it is not about anyone else, 
is refuted. 

Thus, as has already been mentioned according to 
the words, Prajapati, etc., which refer to Narayana Who 
is understood from the many important statements at 
the beginning which do not face any conflict and Who is 
described in the middle in the repetitive form of the word 
"narayana" by following the characteristics of dwelling in 
the ocean etc. Therefore, it is justifiable that the conclusion 
is also about Him. The meanings of the words "nidhana", 
etc., are included in the universe. His qualities of lordship, 
etc., which are previously understood as the properties 
of Narayana by the statement "patim visvasyatmesvara" 
cannot be the properties directly of Rudra. Those properties, 
like the properties found in the Atharvasiras, are possible 
in Narayana only who is Rudra's inner soul. And therefore. 
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they should be accepted there. As in the statement 
"namassahasamanaya ... namo namah", the reference to 
the characteristic of lordship in "ambika pataye" also can be 
construed with Narayana. Because the word "pati" means a 
protector according to the Vyakarana Smrti "paterdhatih". 
By this, the argument that this Upanisad is about the three 
deities expressed by the three images which are the three 
gunas described separately by the words specific to those 
deities is refuted. 

The existence of Brahmadeva and Rudra at the 
beginning of Creation is negated, and they are mentioned 
as being born from Narayana by Mahopanisad and 
Narayanopanisad. Narayana is never known to be like 
that. Therefore, He cannot be considered subordinate like 
them. Therefore, His primacy is established. 

But if you say that the Maitryanyopanisad statement 
"atha yoha khalu ... yo'yam rudrah", the term "asya" 
suggests consideration of what's going on, i.e. the subject 
under discussion. When we examine the statement that the 
Supreme Soul Siva is the whole [amsin], and Brahma, Visnu 
and Rudra are understood as parts, it is not appropriate 
to consider the whole as the primary entity. In the act of 
creating the world, Visnu is not unlike Brahma and Rudra 
in the fact that He is the part. Therefore, He is not the 
primary deity. This is not so. 

As will be said later, the words "Sivaparamatma", etc., 
primarily refer to Narayana only. And even though Visnu is 
understood as his part according to the Maitrayaniya sruti. 
He is not understood as a separate part like Brahmadeva 
and Rudra. Therefore its validity does not go away. It is not 
appropriate to consider Brahma and Rudra also like Visnu, 
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as not being separate parts of Him. According to the srutis 
"eko ha vai narayana ... nesanah" and "narayanad brahma 
... rudro jayate". Both Brahma and Rudra are not known 
existing at the time of Creation, and as bom from Narayana. 
It is not appropriate to explain to them not separate like 
Narayana when they did not exist at the time of Creation, 
and Narayana did. With this the purana "brahma visnu 
... brahmasaktayah" is explained. Moreover, if you accept 
Visnu as subordinate like Brahma and Rudra, then how 
can there be a conflict with srutis and smrtis such as: 

1. agnir vai devavamo ... 

2. tadantarena sarva ... visnuh paramah 

3. maha iti brahma ... devatah 

4. narayanastu ... mahadyutih 

Being the highest is not something other than being 
the primary. Therefore, Narayana is not subordinate like 
Brahma and Rudra. But he is primary only. Therefore, 
the Svetasvataropanisad also should be considered 
as being about Narayana by following the lead of the 
Taittiriyopanisad and Mahopanisad which are about 
Narayana. Thus, when the Atharvasiras, Taittiriyopanisad 
and Svetasvataropanisad are established as being about 
Narayana, then the description understood from the 
statement "visvatascaksur ... janayandeva ekah" which 
describes one God as having eyes on all sides being the 
cause of the whole world as indicated by reference to 
earth, which cannot be applied to another deity other 
than Narayana, and by process of elimination refers only 
to Narayana to whom these qualities belong. Thus these 
statements can be reconciled. 
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Thus the great statements in the Svetasvataropanisad, 
etc., which are about Narayana are: 

1. na tasyese kasrana ... 

2. na samdrse ... [IV:20] 

3. anoraniyan ... [111:20] 

4. Hiranyagarbham pasyata ... [111:4] 

5. Sahasraslrsam devam ... 

6. antarbahisca tatsarvam ... 

And the Svetasvataropanisad, etc., statements are: 

1. na tasya kascitpatir ... lingam [VI:9] 

2. sakaranam ... [VI:9] 

3. anoraniyan ... [111:20] 

4. hiranyagarbham ... [111:4] 

5. yo brahmanam ... [VI:18] 

6. yo vedamsca prahinoti ... [VI:18] 

7. sahasrasirsapurusah ... [111:14] 

8. na tasya pratimasti ... 

9. tasya nama mahadyasah ... 

10. nasandrso... 

11. eko devassarvabhutesu ... [VI:11] 

All these become reconciled by accepting that only 
Narayana is the subject, although these statements seem 
to indicate many subjects. Accepting them as referring to 
the well-known Siva does not explain them as referring 
to one subject. There's no incongruity in the argument of 
Narayana being the Supreme Reality as in the argument 
of Siva being the Supreme Reality. Therefore our side is 
right. 
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Also, following the lead of the Mahopanisad which 
contains the Purusa Sukta about Narayana, it is necessary 
that Svetasvataropanisad is also about Narayana. Both 
the Svetasvataropanisad and Mahopanisad make the 
statements "tamevam ... iha bhavati" and "tamevam ... 
atimrtyumeti" which state that the knowledge emanating 
out of Him is understood as the object of the description 
of the soul. And knowledge other than that knowledge is 
not the means of deliverance according to the statement 
"nanyah panthah". There will be no justification for such a 
negation if Svetasvataropanisad is not considered as being 
about Narayana. And there will be a problem of conflict 
between the meanings of the words "maha" and "purusah" 
which are seen in the Svetasvataropanisad statement and 
the Purusa Sukta statement "vedahametam purusam 
mahantam". There shouldn't be an option by accepting 
two statements as proof because it is flawed with eight 
defects 3 and should be used only as a last resort. And there 
will be a predicament of conflict with these two nyayas, 
i.e., sarvavedantapratyayanyaya and gatisamanyanyaya. 
So, let the srutis be about the same subject. With that the 
Svetasvataropanisad is not about Rudra, but only about 
Narayana. 

So what comes out of it? It is possible to explain that there 
is no conflict even if they are only about Rudra. We don't see 
any other proof that the Purusa Sukta is about Narayana. 
On the contrary, we see only the sruti that mentions it to be 
about Siva by "utamrtasya sesanah". One shouldn't say that 
the word Isana is common with the derivative meaning of 
lordship. Even though it is a general term with a derivative 
meaning and convention, it is specific to Mahesvara. The 
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smrti statement from Abhidhanakosa "Tsvarassarva Isana 
... gull sivasankara", generally employs it according to the 
derivative and conventional meaning. Otherwise, there 
will be a predicament of non-acceptance of the specific and 
conventional derivative meaning of the word "narayana" 
which refers to Narayana in the smrti statement of 
Abhidhanakosa "visnumarayanah ... tena narayanah 
smrtah". The conventional and derivative meanings are 
together because they're endowed with two powers. The 
two together are superior than the derivative meaning 
only. Therefore in Brahmasutra 1:3:24 in the adhikarana 
"om sabdadeva pramitah om", the Kathopanisad section 
"angusthamatra purusah" is cited. And while discussing 
the term "angusthamatra", the argument arises that the 
"angusthamatra purusah" is the individual soul because of 
its characteristic of limited measurement. On that, decision 
is made that the angusthamatra purusa is God because 
of the sruti words "Isanobhutabhavyasya" [Kathopanisad 
2:4:12]. Otherwise if it is understood only in its derivative 
meaning because there is no general word referring to 
the Supreme Soul. The phrase "Isanobhutabhavyasya" 
becomes a reminder of the characteristics of the past and 
future forms of Isvara. If you say that it is determined to 
be God because of the reference to the characteristics, then 
the sutra "sabdadeva" [Brahmasutra 1:3:24] will become 
incongruous. Now one shouldn't say that the word 
"l£a" is counted in the Visnusahasranama as "iSana- 
pranadapranah", and therefore it is equally applied to both 
Siva and Visnu, and therefore how can it be considered 
specific to Siva only? Also, the statement "Isanapranah" is 
recited in the Mahabharata for the elaboration of the Vedas. 
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It is related to the essential part in the determination of 
the meaning of the Vedas according to the Abhidhanakosa. 
Therefore it is appropriate to consider the word "isana" as 
referring to Visnu. Thus it should be said that the statement 
angusthamatra purusah refers to Paramatma [God] which 
is what we want by the naming sruti that names Isana. 

According to the beginning "sthuvannamasahasrena" 
[Visnusahasranama 4] begins to praise Visnu as the Soul of 
All. In "visvam visnuh", etc., many names of other deities 
are counted with the intention of referring to all. Therefore, 
those separate deities are not connected with those powers. 
But the name of Visnu is absent within the thousand names 
of Siva cited in the Linga and the Aditya Puranas and the 
Mahabharata. In the Kailasayatra segment of the Harivamsa, 
the words of Siva addressed to Krsna are "namani tava 
govinda ... natra karya vicaranah". The names of Visnu 
and all other meaningful names are proved to be names 
of Siva. Therefore, according to the Abhidhanakosa, you'll 
not be able to determine it to be about Visnu. Thus one 
should accept the Abhidhanakosa, smrtis, etc., which are 
followed by noble people as authorities when those words 
are used to denote their own respective meanings. And it 
is possible in the case of the word "Isana". In that case, 
it can be used to be specifically referred to Siva and the 
Linga Purana statements "yo mtirdha . . . padat pinakinah" 
would become favourable. 

If you say that, that is not so. Mahopanisad denies 
that any other knowledge is a means of moksa by the 
statements beginning with "visvasyayatanam harih" and 
"yannabhi ... nanyah panthah vidyate" and states that the 
knowledge of Narayana is the only means of moksa. It is 
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understood to be about Narayana from the context "eko ha 
vai . . . aslt" and that understanding is not refuted. Therefore 
following its lead, one should accept Svetasvataropanisad 
to be about Narayana even though one doesn't wish to. 
If there's a difference in the subject of discussion of both 
Svetasvataropanisad and Mahopanisad when both say 
"nanyah panthah", then they become mutually exclusive 
and cannot be understood as explaining the means to 
moksa. It is also necessary to consider Svetasvataropanisad 
as also being about Narayana because of the mantra 
"mahan prabhurvai ... pravartaka" which describes 
specific characteristic of sattva which belongs to Visnu. 
By the process of elimination, there is no problem in 
accepting Purusa Sukta as being about Narayana. Thus, 
it does not become about Siva because of a sruti naming 
Isa. One sees the mention of the purusa that has come 
down without any conflict in "sahasraslrsa purusah". One 
sees the mention of having one thousand eyes which is 
specific to Indra "akhandalasahasraksa". And one sees the 
mention of Surya in "sahasrapat". Because of these things, 
it is appropriate to see those terms as referring to Purusa, 
Indra, etc. When there is a conflict between the prolog 
and epilog, the prolog is more powerful because there is 
no previous conflict. And it is said in the Purva Mimamsa 
Sutra "vedo va prayadarsanat" which suggests that the 
latter part should be laid by following the understood 
meaning of the previous part. Moreover, the statement 
"amrtatvasya Isanah" accepts the word "Isana" as a 
dependent of the word "aisvarya". There is no connection 
with the conventional understanding. Therefore the word 
"Isana" is not reasonably understood as a naming sruti. The 
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understanding is that the word that is dependent upon the 
derivative meaning can express cumulative meaning only 
if it is not referred to by another term. Otherwise, there is a 
predicament of conflict with the derivation. Moreover, if a 
word connected with the derivative meaning expresses the 
cumulative meaning even when expressed by another term 
then in the statements "tamisvaranam ... Mahesvaram", 
etc., there will be a problem of non-conformity because 
of the cumulative meaning of the word "ISvara" as in the 
phrase "gramasya isvarah", etc. One should not say that. 

Thus one shouldn't say that the sutra "sabdadeva" 
becomes incongruous because in the adhikarana "sabdadeva 
pramitah", in the topical sentence "Isano bhutabhavyasya" 
by accepting the term "bhutabhavyasya" as a correlate 
of "aisvarya", since there's no possibility of explaining 
in the light of convention, it does not become a naming 
sruti. And it becomes determinative as an evocative of the 
characteristic in the form of being the ruler of the past and 
the future [bhutabhavyesanatva] as is the case with the 
statement "utamrtasyesanah". As is elsewhere explained 
that the sutra "sabdadeva" becomes congruous because 
the sruti that names Vamana in the statement "madhye 
vamanam asinam" is intended by the word in the sutra. 
Moreover, since you maintain that the strength lies in 
the following what has already been introduced, even if 
you accept Isana, etc., as a naming sruti, it is heard later 
in comparison to the sruti which specifically names Indra 
who is understood from the earlier context "sahasraslrsa 
purusah". Then how can you determine Purusa Sukta to 
be about 6iva. Otherwise, there will be a problem that 
Purusa Sukta will have to be understood as being about 
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Dhatr because of the sruti that names Dhatr and Indra in 
"dhatapurastat ... sakrah pravidvan" which is heard later 
in comparison to the sruti which names Isana and also with 
the sruti which names LaksmI and Hr! in the statement 
"hriscate laksmlsca patynau". Thus the beginning with the 
term "sahasraksa" becomes favourably reconciled with the 
end by the term "sakra". Then somehow the name "Isana" 
can be explained as referring to Siva. 

So let the word "purusa" in the sukta not be about Siva. 
But even then the meaning that you desire which is about 
Narayana is also not proved. One cannot establish one's 
own goal by merely refuting the other side. If you say that, 
that is not so. Even though the word "purusa" is common 
as expressing Narayana, and Purusa other than Narayana 
in the context, it is tied with the characteristics of having a 
thousand heads which is accepted as the characteristic of 
Narayana. Therefore, it is necessary to accept it as referring 
only to Narayana. It is appropriate to consider the words 
"sahasraksa", "Isana", etc., which are heard later as not 
having opposite meaning so that there is no conflict with 
the word "purusa" which is arrived at from the beginning, 
and has a conflicting meaning from the beginning. When 
one describes a substance as having the shape of a large and 
deep belly, then although the word "substance" is common 
to jar and non-jar substances, there the word "substance" is 
not meant to describe any substance other than a jar. One 
shouldn't say that why would the word "purusa" which 
is expressed by the word "Indra" because there is a usage 
of the word "sahasraksa" also just like the usage of the 
word "sahasrasirsa." There is no specific difference in the 
usages. Because of the description of having a thousand 
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heads appears before the word "sahasraksa" and thus the 
Purusa is understood specifically before Indra. And that 
understanding is strong because there is no conflict so 
far. The usage of the latter words should be explained in 
agreement with the previous statement. 

One should not say that the qualities of having one 
thousand heads, etc., are only of Narayana according to 
the statement "sahasraslrsa" in Svetasvataropanisad which 
is clearly about Siva. Also, how can Svetasvataropanisad 
be determined to be about Narayana according to Purusa 
Stikta when such meanings are determined. On the 
contrary, it should be determined to be about Siva. In 
the Mahopanisad and the Taittirlyopanisad which are 
about Narayana, the thousand headedness is determined 
to be the characteristic of Narayana by the statement 
"sahasrasirsam devam ... visvasambhuvam". Still as per 
the Svetasvataropanisad, it can be explained or understood 
as the characteristic of Rudra. Because the word "purusa" 
which is general in nature, there can be a doubt that the 
Purusa sung in the Purusa Sukta may be either Rudra or 
Narayana. There is no determination about its being about 
any specific deity. 

If you say so, then it is not so. Rudra is described as 
having five heads, i.e. Tatpurusa, Vamadeva, Aghora, 
Sadyojata and Isana in the sruti "tatpurusaya vidmahe ... 
Isanassarvavidyanam". Therefore, it is not established that 
He has a thousand heads. It is appropriate to determine 
the meaning of Svetasvataropanisad which is ambiguous 
in meaning according to the derivative meanings of the 
two upanisads. And it has already been said that the 
whole of the Svetasvataropanisad should be understood as 
depending upon another because of the subordination of 
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the epilog to the prolog although it contains many words 
denoting the well-known Siva. One shouldn't say that 
even then that the Svetasvataropanisad is determined to 
be about Narayana only by following the lead of the two 
Upanisads, but not according to the Purusa Sukta. Even 
then, there's no problem in reaching the desired goal. 

One shouldn't say let the two said Upanisads be about 
Rudra by following the Svetasvataropanisad, because 
such a position has already been refuted. According to the 
Nyayamlmamsa Sutra 12:2:7:25 "vipratisiddhadharmanam 
... syatsadharmatvam", Svetasvataropanisad being only 
one, it should be understood as being about Narayana 
with thousand heads as understood from many upanisads. 
One shouldn't say that there is no conflict in Rudra having 
five faces and a thousand heads because the meanings of 
the words "mukha" and "Siras" are different. Because it 
is appropriate to consider that Rudra who has five faces 
also has only five heads because those two cannot be 
without each other. It is also appropriate according to the 
many said upanisads that the Purusa Sukta is also about 
Narayana who has one thousand heads. One shouldn't 
say why the Purusa Sukta cannot be about the King of 
Snakes because He is well-known for having a thousand 
heads. It is the general characteristic of snakes that they 
have no feet. Therefore Adisesa who is a special type 
of snake must certainly be without feet. Therefore, he 
cannot be understood from Purusa Sukta which describes 
thousand heads and thousand feet. Although the King of 
Snakes is known as being endowed with thousand hoods, 
he is not known to have a thousand heads. One shouldn't 
say that his thousand headedness necessarily follows 
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because he has a thousand mouths. Because in the sutra 
"camasavadavisesat" having described as the characteristic 
of "camasa" by the statement "urdhva budna ... camasa" 
meaning "deep on top and with an opening below", a limb 
which is similar to the camasa is called siras. Such a mouth 
or head without it is not possible in the case of the King of 
Snakes because his mouth is of a different kind than our 
mouths. Therefore, that is why their fame in the world as 
"gudhapadurago bhujagah" is justifiable. Therefore the 
view that the Purusa Stikta is about the four-faced Brahma 
is refuted because of the existence of sruti "dhatapurastat 
... udajahara" which refers to Dhatr. It is reasonable to 
understand the word "dhatr" which appears in the latter 
part of the hymn as being about Purusa which refers to the 
thousand-headed form of Narayana and therefore there 
will be a predicament of a conflict if it is understood as 
referring to the four-faced Brahma. Moreover, if this Purusa 
is other than Narayana, then the statement from the Purusa 
Sukta "puruso ha vai . . . akamayata" which first mentions 
Purusa, the object of knowledge of the salvation-seekers 
and then refers to him as Narayana, cannot be justified. 
And Caturmukhabrahma and Adisesa will have to be 
described as endowed with the qualities of immortality 
and lordship which are mentioned in the same sukta by 
"utamrtasya sesanah". Also, the Purusa which is the object 
of discussion in the Purusa Sukta should be considered only 
as Narayana. The Arunaketuka sruti statement "netarah ... 
bhutvodatisthat" mentions that the word "purusa" which 
appears in its statement which is similar to the statement 
in the Purusa Sukta that Narayana who assumed the form 
of a tortoise was the original cause, earlier than Prajapati, 
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and later on He himself appears as having a thousand 
heads, etc. Narayana is known in the form of the Primal 
Tortoise in the epics and the puranas also. Thus in the 
statement "paiicadasanyajyam bhavanti", the question 
arises as to whether the word "ajya" refers to the well- 
known object ghl [melted butter]? There, according to the 
explanation of the sruti "yadajln . . . tadajyanamajyatvam", 
it is understood the object is the stotra. Similarly, here also 
when the question arises as to whether the word "purusa" 
refers to any person. Then, following the said sruti 
statement, it is appropriate to understand it as referring to 
Narayana only who is different from the ordinary purusa. 
When there is a doubt about the meaning of a Vedic word, 
one should expect another Vedic word itself as being the 
deciding factor because of being the closest. When there is 
the possibility of finding the closest meaning, it shouldn't 
be abandoned. Therefore, the Purusa Sukta is wholly about 
Narayana. This is established. 

Thus following this lead also, it is clear that the 
Svetasvataropanisad is about Narayana. When the 
Svetasvataropanisad is understood in this fashion, and 
when the Purusa Sukta mantra is recognized in it, then it 
becomes established that the word "purusa" does not have 
multiple meanings. One shouldn't say that there will be 
a problem of identifying the Purusa with Rudra because 
one can recognize many mantras of the Srlrudram in 
the Svetasvataropanisad 111:5 such as "yate rudrasiva ... 
manogosu." Also, by understanding Svetasvataropanisad 
as being about Narayana by understanding Purusa Sukta 
in the said manner, there will be a conflict in identifying 
Purusa with Narayana because the Purusa described in the 
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Purusa Sukta is described a thousand eyes and having a 
thousand feet, whereas in the Svetasvataropanisad, Purusa 
is described as having as without any hands and feet by 
the statement "apanipadoja ... smotyakama" [SvetaSvatara 
Upanisad 111:19]. One should not say this. But you will have 
also to solve the problem of conflict that has arisen, and 
also not let a conflict arise because of the existence of the 
statement "apanipadah", etc., in the Svetasvataropanisad 
111:16 with the existence of the statement "sahasraslrsa ...", 
etc., which is similar to the statement in the Purusa Sukta. 
Otherwise the Svetasvataropanisad description "sarvatah 
panipadam tat ... sarvatasrutimat" which describes the 
subject as having hands and feet on all sides cannot be 
reconciled with the description of not having hands and 
feet. Now if you say that the Svetasvataropanisad is about 
Narayana because of the recognition of the mantra chanted 
in the Purusa Sukta, then why is it not about Siva on the 
basis of recognition of many mantras about Srlrudram. 

If you say that, it is not so. It is not appropriate 
to abandon that all Vedas are mainly about Visnu as 
understood by srutis and smrtis such as "sarvavedayat 
... ahameva vedyah". [cf. Bhagavadgita XV:15]. Later on 
it will be said that the word "Rudra" in all the Vedas also 
refers to Visnu. Thus the following statements from the 
Mahabharata which are compatible with Purusa Sukta 
become reconciled . The statement is "vyaktavyaktalingastho 
ya esa ... narayanodevah sarvasya prapitamah". 

Also, if it is understood that the object of knowledge 
by the salvation-seekers described in the Purusa Sukta is 
about some undetermined Purusa, then the question arises 
as to whether the Purusa is Visnu or someone else. In order 
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to clarify this matter, it is determined that the object of 
description in the Purusa Sukta is recognized as the same 
Purusa that is described as Visnu, the object of knowledge of 
the salvation-seekers, in the Kathopanisad, and the reason 
being when there's a possibility without abandoning the 
meaning, one should grasp the Vedic meaning of the word 
in the Veda. There they begin with the statement "sarve 
veda ... sangrahena bravlmi" [Kathopanisad 1:2:15] and 
describe the nature of the goal that needs to be attained 
in general terms by the statement "yastu vijnanavan ... 
yasmad bhuyo na jayate" [Kathopanisad 1:3:8]. Then 
having specifically described the goal to be attained is of 
the nature of Visnu by the statement "vijnanasarathir yastu 
... tad visnoh paramam padam" [Kathopanisad 1:3:9], and 
mentioning the form of Visnu which is understood from 
the previous description as being unmanifest beyond the 
sense-organs and describing Him as the highest refuge of 
the salvation-seekers, and by saying that there is no entity 
that is further attainable by the emancipated souls, there 
Visnu himself should be determined as the meaning of 
the word Purusa. One should not suspect that the form 
"visnoh" is ending in the ablative case in the statement "tad 
visnoh paramam padam". Because if it is so, then there is 
a predicament of not satisfying the curiosity about the goal 
that needs to be attained. If you accept the form "visnoh" 
as being in the genetive case, then the curiosity is satisfied. 
And the sruti statements "tad visnoh . . . pasyanti surayah" 
[Subalopanisad VI: 1] and "urugayasya visnoh ... avabhati 
bhure" establish it as having corresponding meaning. Thus 
the puranic statement "puru samjne ... vasudeve sanatane" 
also becomes compatible. Also, if you consider the Purusa 
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Sukta as being about someone else other than Narayana, 
then there's no explanation of the word "yajna" ending in 
the accusative case which appears in the mantra "yajnena 
yajnamayajanta deva" [Rgveda X:90:16] and which refers to 
Narayana which is an alternative for the word "Visnu" that 
is understood in the sruti "yajnoh vai visnuh" [Yajurveda 
Taittiriya Samhita I:7:4:4]. Also, there will be no explanation 
of the statement in the Skanda Purana beginning with 
"tasmin kale maharaja ... visnurevabhidhiyate". With that 
argument, the word "purusa" does not express Narayana 
like the words Visnu, etc., do. The word "purusa" is not 
seen in that manner in the Abhidhanakosa and smrtis. 
Also, it is not seen very much as referring to Narayana in 
the Vedas as well as in the world. But although the word 
"purusa" generally expresses only the term "person", 
sometimes it is appropriate to understand that it refers to 
Narayana according to the context. It is not appropriate to 
determine its power of signification as the deciding power 
from the statements in the puranas like the many usages 
found in the Abhidhanakosa, smrti, Aviglta, etc., which 
are rich in the eulogisms, because they are appropriate 
as praises, and they do not use words only with a single 
signification of words. The power of signification of the 
word "purusa" as referring to Narayana cannot be grasped 
if you remove the element of praise from the statements 
in the Narasimha Purana, etc., "sa eva vasudevo'yam ... 
jagatbrahmapurassaram". Therefore, how can one decide 
that the word "purusa" heard and understood in the sruti 
that has come down from Purusa Sukta is about Narayana. 
This view is refuted. The usages based on the references to 
the statements in the purana with reference to the meaning 
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cited in the Halayudhakosa, etc., and the vyakarana smrtis 
such as "bhusattayam ... viprayujyante" and "laksmlh 
srikantih . . . nigadyate" should be accepted as the proof that 
grasps its signification when there is no other specific reason 
to reject them. We do not see any difference in grasping 
the signification of words between the statements of the 
koSa such as "sobharthe ... nigadyate" and the statements 
from the puranas such as "sa eva vasudevo'yam ... 
svatantryatvaibhavatapi" by which the power of the word 
would not be limited with the statements in the puranas. 
Otherwise it will not be possible to grasp the signification 
of the word "svarga", etc., as referring to special pleasures 
directly or as eulogistic meanings of the statement such 
as "yanna duhkhena ... sukham svargaspadam". There is 
no source other than the usage of the elders, the puranas, 
the vyakarana texts, the kosas, etc. One shouldn't say that 
there is a predicament of the absence of any determining 
factor because there is a problem that the names of both 
Siva and Visnu signify each other; because diva's names are 
used in the thousand names of Visnu, and Visnu's names 
are used in the thousand names of Siva; and the statement 
in the Harivamsa in which Siva says to Krsna during the 
pilgrimage to Kailasa "namani tava govinda ... natra karya 
vicarana". Although the names included in the thousand 
names of both Visnu and Siva would signify both Visnu 
and Siva, and therefore cannot be the determining factors, 
the names that are not included in those thousand names 
will be specific names, and therefore can be the determining 
factor. The statement "namani tava govinda ..." in which 
Siva addresses Krsna can be understood as referring to 
Narayana who is the immanent entity referred to in the 
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words of Siva in the Atharvasiras passage "ahameva ekah 
prathamam asam". And those particular names cannot 
be determined as signifying Siva. Besides, some names 
included in the lists of thousand names are considered as 
subordinate names by the statement "yani namani gaunani 
... tani vaksami bhupate". And the distinction between 
the subordinate and primary names can be understood 
from the usage in the world only. Therefore, although the 
subordinate or secondary names which appear in the two 
lists of the thousand names cannot be the determining 
factor of the specific because they somehow apply to 
both of them. But the primary names which are specific 
to them can be understood as the determining factors 
of the specificity. Not all names that appear in the list of 
thousand names are secondary. There are many names 
based on derivation and convention also. Thus the power 
of signification of the word "purusa" by itself can be 
proved as referring specifically to Narayana according 
to the said statement of the puranas also. Thus the view 
that the description of the thousand names is for the sake 
of praising God as the soul of everyone according to the 
statement "stuvannama sahasrena" is refuted. If that view 
had been correct, the sruti which describes "sarvah sarvah 
sivassthanuh" as its alternative would be futile, because 
even one word would prove him to be the soul of all. 
Thus, according to the Brahma Purana statement "srjam 
dravayate ... giyate purusottama", various names of the 
gods refer to Narayana. But the names of Narayana do 
not refer to anyone else. The Mahabharata statement "yani 
mama namani ... tavaiva namani" should be explained 
according to the Vamana Purana statement "anyanamnam 
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gatirvisnuh ... praklrtitah" and according to the Skanda 
I’urana statement "ste narayanadlni ... svakam pura", 
and according to the thousand names listed in the Brahma 
Purana statement "caturmukhah satanando ... kesavah". 
By this the word "Rudra" which appears in the statement 
"puruso vai rudrah ... tasmai rudraya namo'stu" is also 
explained. And this statement "puruso vai rudrah ..." 
states that the Purusa who is the object of knowledge of 
the salvation-seekers is Rudra. Therefore, the Purusa in 
the Purusa Sukta should not be Narayana, but should be 
Rudra. This view is also refuted. 

There is no conflict in understanding the words "Rudra" 
and "Narayana" as referring to the same subject in the 
same manner. Thus, the properties of being a thousand 
headed person is the property of Narayana. Therefore, it 
is easier to construe the meaning of the word "purusa" 
understood from the cited srutis as referring to Narayana. 
According to the beginning of the statement "sahasraslrsa 
purusannarayana eva", it is clear that the Purusa Sukta is 
about Narayana. Similarly, following the lead of the Purusa 
Sukta, the SvetaSvataropanisad is also about Narayana. 

Moreover if we accept that the Purusa Sukta is about 
someone other than Narayana, then there is no justification 
of the description there of Purusa being the Lord of Laksmi 
in "hrlScate laksmlsca patnyau". With this, the following 
view that the Purusa Sukta should be considered as about 
Siva only because of this statement "hriscate laksmlSca 
patnyau" is secondary to the statement "utamrtasyesanah" 
which is a naming sruti and the word "Isanah" in it which 
is expressed in the nominative case refers to Isa who is 
the Lord of Gaurl. The word "Laksmi" is secondary to 
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His property as being the "Lord of Gaurl". Therefore the 
word "Laksmi" also refers to her only. Thus the use of the 
mantra "hriscate...." is explained in the Smrtyarnava, etc., 
as dedicated in the worship of Gaurl who is the presiding 
deity of Soma in the grhayajna. Therefore, the later 
description of Siva as the well-known Ardhanarisvara by 
the statement "ahoratre parsve..." becomes reconciled. 

This whole argument on your part is refuted because 
in the statement "utamrtasyesah" the term "Tsana" 
refers to its own meaning as a correlate by another term 
"amrtatvasyeti" and therefore one cannot explain it as 
having a cumulative meaning, and therefore it cannot 
be explained as a naming sruti. Also, the reading in the 
Vajasaneyaka sruti is "Srlscate Laksmlsca patynau". It is 
appropriate to understand the word "hr!" also as referring 
to "sri". Otherwise, in explaining the words "sri" and 
"Laksmi" in the Vajasaneyaka sruti and the word "LaksmI" 
in this particular quotation in deciding Purusa Sukta 
as being about one entity only one word "hr!" creates a 
problem. It is not appropriate to annul many terms by 
following just one term. Also, there's no reference in the 
Abhidhanakosa and other smrtis in understanding the 
word "hr!" as referring to Gaurl. The word "hr!" expresses 
modesty or bashfulness and it is about Gaurl whose 
meaning in the world of heart is expressed by the word 
"hrl". And therefore, it is ambiguous. 

It is possible that it is specific like the word "laksmi" 
because of the usage of the word "patnl". Siva is also 
known to have many wives just like Narayana. It has 
been explained in the beginning itself that His having two 
wives refers to Narayana. Otherwise the usage of the dual 
number which mentions two wives cannot be explained. 
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Therefore the argument that in the words "ahoratre parsve" 
it is Siva alone who is described in his well-known form of 
Ardhanarlsvara, stands refuted. If it is accepted, then the 
subjects of the words "hr!" and "laksml" will have to be 
described as being on His either sides and as a result he 
will have to be described as being the woman on all sides. 
And therefore his description as Ardhanarlsvara cannot be 
explained. 

Now the argument that the mantra "hriscate laksmxsca 
patnyau" which is dedicated in the worship of Gauri, is 
about Gauri, is not valid. Mere dedication cannot be used 
as nullifying the Purusa Sukta position of being about 
Narayana as understood from the sruti naming Narayana 
in the form of the word "Purusa" which is compatible to 
the properties of Narayana such as having a thousand 
heads, etc. The mantras "agnirmurdha divahkakud", etc., 
are about Agni on the basis of the naming sruti. Yet, they 
are correctly understood as being dedicated in the worship 
of planets like Mars, etc., and are dedicated during the 
appeasement and chanting for planets during the dedication 
of the mantra with the respective presiding deities during 
the worship of the planets in a grhyayajna. Otherwise, 
there will be a predicament of considering those mantras 
as being about the planets like Mars, etc. Therefore, since 
the Purusa Sukta cannot possibly be about another deity, 
consequently it is appropriate to consider it as being about 
Narayana only. Thus in Chandogya Brahmana the last 
Varaha Saman "idam visnuh plaksasya visnuh ... bruvana" 
and in the Purusavrata Saman "caisa vaisnavinam samhita 
... prinatiti", the Purusa Sukta is included in the Vaisnav! 
Samhita by saying that this samhita is of Visnu. He who 
practises it, pleases Visnu. 
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In Atharvana, in the chapter on the 18 types of 
appeasements, Purusa Sukta is dedicated in the Vaisnavl 
santl by the words "vaisnavyam purusasuktam". It is 
mostly dedicated to the worship of Narayana in smrtis 
such as Saunaka, Bodhayana, etc. In the Visnu Purana, etc., 
there is a praise of Narayana by following the procedure 
of the meaning of the Purusa Sukta. The Kalpasutras use 
the name Narayana such as "purusena narayanena ... 
upasthanam" meaning "the purusa-narayana is dwelling 
in the yajamana and he is the dwelling place of Narayana." 
Now these statements become incompatible. With this, 
the passages from the Linga Purana, etc., which are 
cited by the view that the Purusa Sukta is about Siva are 
refuted. Therefore it is appropriate that by following the 
lead of the Purusa Sukta which is about Narayana, the 
Svetasvataropanisad is also about Narayana. With this the 
view that the Svetasvataropanisad is about Siva because 
one sees many mantras sung for Rudra and are about 
Rudra such as "yate rudra Siva tanuh ... tanayemana 
ayusi", is refuted. 

There we see and recognize also many hymns of Purusa 
which are about Narayana such as "nanyah panthah", 
"sahasraslrsa purusah." Therefore, there is no basis for 
especially considering it about Siva. It is justifiable to 
consider it to be about Narayana because of the explanation 
of the dedication as mentioned before. With this the 
following argument is refuted. 

And the argument is that if you consider by following 
the lead of the Purusa Sukta, the Svetasvataropanisad as 
being about Narayana, then Svetasvataropanisad describes 
the objects of its narration as being without hands and feet 
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etc. by the words "apanipadojavano grhlta . . . smotyakarna" 
[111:19] and the Purusa Sukta describes the object by its own 
narration as having a thousand eyes, a thousand feet, etc. 
So, one statement is saying the Purusa has hands and feet 
and the other is saying He is without hands and feet. Thus 
there's a conflict. And therefore it is necessary to accept 
different objects of description for the two. This view is 
refuted. 

Even if you consider the Purusa Sukta as being about 
Siva, this fault remains the same. The Svetasvataropanisad 
itself first mentions the object of narration as having 
a thousand eyes, thousand feet, etc., by the words 
"sahasraslrsa purusah...." [111:14] and later on mentions 
the absence of hands and feet by "apanipada..." [111:19]. 
Thus there's a predicament of talking about what is 
already discussed. In order to avoid that, the statement 
"nityonityanam cetanascetanam...." [VI:13] in it is to be 
expected. While considering its meaning, one arrives at the 
meaning that the object of its description is endowed with 
the highest form of permanence of both the nature and 
body. And the Upanisad itself has accepted the statement 
which mentions the absence of the feet, etc., as being 
impermanent and the absence thereof. Therefore there 
is no conflict and both statements can be understood as 
being about one subject. As the Svetasvataropanisad, the 
Kaivalyopanisad also begins by praising Siva with the 
words "umasahayam paramesvaram ... prasantam". And 
then continues to describe his meditation only as a means 
of emancipation by using many terms which are specific 
to Siva by the statement "jnatvatam ... vimuktaye", and 
rejects any other knowledge as a means of emancipation. 
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In the Purusa Sukta also, the sruti names Tsana and 
shows His knowledge to be the means of emancipation 
by the words "tamevam vidvanam amrta iha bhavati". It 
also rejects the knowledge of anyone else as a means of 
emancipation. Following the lead of these three, one should 
accept Mahopanisad which describes the knowledge of 
Narayana as a means of liberation, and which rejects the 
knowledge of anything else as a means of liberation, is also 
about Siva. 

This entire view is refuted. The view that the word 
"Isana", etc., in the Purusa Sukta is the sruti naming §iva 
has been rejected. And therefore it is established with 
many proofs that Purusa Sukta is about Narayana. The 
cited Kaivalyopanisad passage also first describes the 
place and the posture for meditation which are the means 
of contemplation for salvation-seekers by the statement 
"viviktadese ... gurum pranamye". Then, "hrtpundarxke 
virajam . . . brahmayonim" are explained in this manner. In 
the statement: 

1. the term "madhye" means "after saluting the guru 
and before meditating on the form of the object of 
contemplation". 

2. The term "pundarlka" means "the object 
of description in the Taittiriyopanisad and 
Mahopanisad by the statement "yat pundarlkam 
upasitavyam". 

3. The word "virajam" means "devoid of the contact 
with rajas". 

4. "visuddham" means "far removed from tamas", 
and by process of elimination the meaning will be 
"in which the sattva quality will be dominant". 
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5. "visadam" means "clear to the devotees". 

6. "visokam" means "free from the grief brought on 
from the qualities of rajas and tamas". 

7. "acintyam" means "inconceivable". 

8. "avyaktam" means "unmanifest to one who is 
devoid of the clarity of the self" as per "yamaivesa 
vrnute tena labhya" meaning "he is attainable by 
him whom he chooses". 

9. "anantam" means "unlimited by space, time and 
qualities". 

10. "avyayam" means "free from bodily decay". 

11. "sivam" means "most auspicious because of being 
free from all inauspicious things such as death". 

12. "prasantam" means "bestowing grace or getting 
angry according to the context depending upon the 
action" as per the statement "vaisamyanairghrnyena 
... lokam nayati". 

13. "amrtam" means "whose form is the goal of 
attainment by salvation-seekers". 

14. "Brahmayonim" means "the source of the four- 
faced Brahma who is the cause of all the world". 

The said adjectives cannot be applied to anyone else 
other than Narayana. This meaning is understood according 
to Svetasvataropanisad mantra "yasya deve parabhaktih 
... prasante mahatmanah". And according to the 
Ramopanisad statement "kathayati bhagavanihantyakale 
... prabqdhakam", Siva accompanied by Uma who is the 
object of meditation as its presiding deity did not exist at 
the beginning of Creation and was bom from Narayana 
according to the sruti "narayanad rudro jayate nesanah". 



108 Who is the Supreme God, Visnu or £iva? 

Therefore it is possible to understand Him as without the 
beginning, middle and end. In the term "adimadhyanta 
vihlna", if the word "hina" is understood in the sense 
conveyed by the fundamental meaning of the verb, then the 
compound "tathadi madhyanta hlnam" meaning "absent 
in the beginning, middle and in the end" which can be 
understood as an adverb meaning "in which action there 
will be no thought of being no more no less" which is equal 
to the state of being devoid. Now because of the absence 
of more or less, it is one kind who is other than Narayana 
who is the origin of Caturmukha Brahma. The rendering of 
some of the other terms therein are as follows: 

1. "vibhum" means "which is bliss and consciousness 
without limit". 

2. "arupam" means "having opposite form". 

3. "prasantam" means "peaceful". 

4. "nilakantham" means "whose throat is blue". 

5. "trilocanam" means "the three-eyed one". 

6. "munih" means "he who is thoughtful". 

7. "tamasahparastat" means "free from contact with 
Matter". 

8. "samastasakslm" means "omniscient". 

9. "bhutayonim" means "it's the cause of all beings" 
as per the statement "yato va imani bhtitani jayante 
... yena jatani jivanti". [Taittirlya Upanisad 111:1:1] 

10. "cintitam narayanam gacchati" means "he who 
meditates upon and experiences directly goes to 
Narayana". Thus it describes the attainment of the 
direct experience of Narayana by a contemplative 
person. 
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However, when that entity is not mentioned specifically 
with the word "narayana", how then can one expect it 
to be Narayana? In order to resolve this, the Upanisad 
describes the entity as being the Soul of all the deities such 
as Brahma, etc., and different from Visnu and describes 
it as the Soul of the World, past and future, and as being 
without a beginning, with the passage beginning with "sa 
brahma sasivassendrah" and ending with "sanatanah". If 
someone asks which purusartha after the direct experience 
of the Soul, then it is said first as the subject of consideration 
"jnatvatam ... nanyah panthah vimuktaye". It is possible to 
mostly explain "that knowledge, and the knowledge other 
than that" as the means to salvation and not the means to 
salvation respectively by considering the word "tat". 

The statement is not made to mean that only the 
knowledge of Siva is the means of emancipation and 
knowledge of anyone else is not. Otherwise in the passage 
beginning with "hrtpundarlka viraja" and ending with 
"dhyatva", if the said qualities are considered as being about 
only Trilocana [Siva], then the terms "vicintya", "dhyatva" 
and another word "madhya" and the word "tatha" become 
futile. And the adjective "adimadhyantavihlnam" becomes 
unjustifiable. 

Because the order of meaning is more important as 
in "agnihotram juhoti" and "yavagum pacati", since 
the meditation on siva is secondary to the meditation 
on Narayana, it is not possible to consider it as primary. 
Therefore, the order of words in the statement is not 
intended but the order of the meaning itself is intended. 
Thus the many individuals cited above can be easily 
explained in the meaning which we mentioned. Therefore, 
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the Svetasvataropanisad should also respect that meaning 
and should be accepted as being about Narayana which 
is the object of its description. So, it is well-said that the 
general terms such as "sat", "brahma", "atma", etc., all 
refer to Narayana as per the chagapasunyaya. 

But in the Atharvasikha, Brahma, Visnu, etc., are 
specifically mentioned by name in order to mention 
prominent gods, and they are described as products like the 
elements and the sense-organs by the statement "sarvam 
idam ... saha bhutaih". But the cause is described by the 
sentence "dveyassarvesvarya ... samadhyaga." And the 
gods are described as not being the primary cause by the 
statement "na karanam karananam". Since Siva is named as 
the object of meditation. He seems to be the direct cause of 
everything. Thus, just as Siva is understood as the product 
of Narayana, similarly Narayana who is expressed as the 
word "visnu" also can be equally understood as the effect 
coming from Siva. Although it is not possible to understand 
that both Siva and Visnu have the origins at the same time, 
it is possible to explain based oq the difference in time 
like "devadatta" and "yajnadatta". Then, how can one 
say that the words "sat", "brahma", etc., which appear in 
the karanavakyas refer only to Narayana according to the 
chagapasunyaya. It is not acceptable that Narayana who 
has entered into myriads of effects is the source of the whole 
world. If it had been so, then 6iva also has to be accepted in a 
similar capacity because there is no distinction between the 
two. One shouldn't say that Narayana who is expressed by 
the word Visnu is not understood from the words as being 
born from 6iva. Because even then, Visnu's being an effect 
does not go away as understood from the sruti statement 



Pa ratattvap rakas ika of Vijayendra Tirtha 111 

"brahmavisnurudrendraste". And it is appropriate to 
accept 6iva who is expressed by the word "Tsana" that 
is understood in the nearby sentence "dhyayltesana..." 
according to the aparimitadhikarananyaya as the cause of 
Visnu. Thus in Atharvasikha the procedure of meditation 
is understood by "dhyayltesana etc. In order to bestow 
praiseworthiness as expected by the vidhi statement, some 
statement in praise is sought. Therefore the statement 
"sarvamidam ... rudrendra" should be the arthavada 
statements. Since it is contradictory that Siva expressed by 
the word "Rudra" was born from Himself expressed by the 
word "Isana" according to the nyaya virodhegunavadasyat 
[Mlmamsa Sutra 1:2:9-10], the statement "sarvabrahmavisnu 
..." is a gunavada statement in that part. Siva who is 
understood as being born after the birth of Brahma who 
was bom from Narayana at the beginning of Creation by the 
statements "narayanadbrahmajayate ... indro jayate" and 
"eko ha vai nesanah". Therefore, it will be contradictory to 
understand Him as the cause of all and towards Narayana, 
Brahma and Indra. It is necessary to consider that part 
also as a gunavada. Even though that this is a mantra, it 
is not inappropriate to explain it as an arthavada like the 
mantra "vasantaya kapinjalanalabhata". Also, its usage 
as a mantra can be explained as illuminating the qualities 
which are not associated with the deity in order to glorify 
the deity, although its meaning is not possible as in the 
case of "somapavate ... janitota visno" and "anusnubho 
va imani bhutani jayante ... visanti". The use or mention 
of an adjective as closely affiliated, even though it doesn't 
have close affinity, reveals a special aspect of the adjective 
heard in the mantra and therefore it is glorifying. When 
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the meaning of such a mantra is for the restrictive rule 
[niyama] and unseen karmic potency [adrsta], and when 
these are not mentioned, then it is used in some other 
sense. This is established in the ninth adhikarana. Thus 
there's no contradiction. In that sense, since that mantra is 
composed as a eulogy, then how can one establish the birth 
of Brahma, Visnu, etc., from 6iva? 

Moreover, one cannot grasp from the actual words 
"Brahmavisnurudrendraste samprasuyanta" [Atharvasikha 
Upanisad 2] that Visnu and Brahma were bom from Siva 
because there's no word in it that will evoke it. But because 
He is understood with the expectation of proximity, 6iva 
should be considered as the originator. That consideration 
cannot be justified here. The statement is "eko ha vai ... 
narayanadrudro jayate". Before coming to the idea that Siva 
is the originator of Brahma and Visnu from the statement 
"brahmavisnurudrendraste...." according to the context of 
the expectation of proximity. He is understood as being 
bom from Narayana which is the other name for Visnu. 
Then, how can one establish Brahma and Visnu as being 
bom from Siva? A statement is stronger than the proximity 
and the chapter. Therefore, it is proven from the cited 
statements that Siva is indeed born of Narayana only. It is 
not appropriate to consider the proximity, etc., as the proof 
of 6iva being the cause of Narayana at the same time when 
He is understood from the statement as being the effect 
of Narayana at the time of the beginning of Creation. The 
sentence is stronger than the proximity and the chapter. 
Thus it is established in the third adhikarana by the words 
"srutilingavakya ... arthaviprakarsa" [Mimamsa Sutra 
111:3:14], 
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Some say that this statement from Atharvasikha is not 
a statement which enjoins a cause of anything by itself 
because it is understood as being about the prescription of 
dhyana as it uses the optative suffix in "dhyayitesanam". 
If that statement is understood as being a vidhi statement 
of both dhyanavidhi and karanavidhi, then there will be 
a predicament of splitting the sentence [vakyabheda]. 
Also in other srutis such as Subalopanisad, etc., Narayana 
alone is well-known as the source of the whole world. In 
the statement "karanantu dheyah", the word "karana" is 
about the general topic because there's nothing to restrict 
it. Since there's nothing to negate the meaning in which 
it is used, it stands in that meaning. Therefore the word 
"!~>ambhu", 'Tsana ", etc., which are used in it should also 
be accepted as being about him. In this interpretation, 
there is no problem that the vidhi statement which uses 
the term "Isana" would become a laksana. When there is a 
nullifying element as in the case of "somena yajeta", etc., the 
statement is accepted as a laksana even though it is a vidhi. 
Thus according to the said manner, §iva who is expressed 
by the terms "Isana", "Sambhu", etc., cannot be expressed 
as the source of the whole world. The words "Isana", etc., 
express the karana words about Narayana should also 
be certainly understood as being about Narayana. Even 
though the words "Isana", etc., which are in the vidhi 
statement are about Narayana, one should not say that 
there is a problem because of the expectation of the context 
that Narayana expressed by the term "Visnu" in the rest of 
the sentence "brahmavisnurudrendraste samprasuyanta", 
etc., would also be the effect. This problem will remain 
there even if the word "Isana" is about Siva, because the 
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word "Rudra" also is expressive of Siva. One shouldn't say 
that in the view in which we understand the word "Isana" 
as referring to 6iva, Rudra, etc., which is understood in 
the rest of the statement is included in the three forms 
in the form of the gunas like Brahma and Visnu and is 
therefore different from Isana as understood from the vidhi 
statement. Therefore there is no problem in explaining Him 
as the effect. It has already been explained that Narayana 
who is expressed by the word "Visnu" is not secondary like 
Brahma and Rudra because it is possible to construe the 
meaning of the word "Visnu" elsewhere like the meaning 
of the word "Rudra". Thus, even though the word "Isana" 
in the vidhi statement is about Narayana, the word "Visnu" 
in the rest of the statement can be explained as referring 
to His special incarnations for the easy accessibility of 
his devotees. Thus, one can explain His being the effect. 
Since no one else other than Narayana has been mentioned 
anywhere in the srutis as the origin of the whole world, 
and Narayana has been mentioned as the source of the 
whole world by the specific word "narayana" by many 
repetitions in many contexts describing the dissolution of 
the world in the Subalopanisad, etc. Therefore they say 
that all the karanavakyas point to Narayana according to 
the chagapasunyaya . 

Also, in mentioning Narayana as the source of the 
world, Manu generally mentioned Brahma as the source 
of the world in "asididam tamobhutam . . . svayam Brahma 
sarvalokapitamahah". Then in order to explain that He is 
other than the famous or well-known 6iva, and in order to 
tell that the word "narayana" whose meaning is established 
by convention by "visnunarayanah" applies to Narayana 
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also by derivation, and therefore explains the meaning of 
parts of the name "Narayana" by "aponara iti prokta ... 
narayanasmrtah." Thus in the Yogayajnavalkya also mean- 
ing of the parts of the name is given by "visnurayatanam 
... ca samssmare". Similarly, it is said in the Mahabharata 
also "narajjatani tattvani ... tena narayanassmrtah". In the 
sixth chapter of the Narada Purana, there is a statement 
mentioning Narayana as the origin of the Creation of the 
whole world according to "asmakam . . . janita purusottama". 
Thus the well-known Gita statement "dvau imau purusau 
... paramatmetyudahrtah" [XV:16] tells that Narayana is 
the Supreme Person. Similarly, the words of Lord Srlkrsna 
in the Gita are "aham sarvasya ... pravartate" [X:8]. Thus 
there is also the statement of Parasara in Visnu Purana 
"yathavat kathito ... pitamahapurogamah". Thus, there 
are many thousands of statements in many places which 
describe the specific qualities such as being the cause of 
the whole world, etc., of Narayana. Although it is easy to 
quote them here, still we've not written them because of 
the fear of increasing the bulk of the text. Intelligent people 
ought to look at them on their own. 

Although in the Creation chapters of the Linga 
Purana, Siva has been many times described as the cause 
of the universe, still because of their contradiction with 
many direct srutis which elaborately mention Narayana 
as the origin of the whole world, the statements in the 
Linga Purana, etc., should be interpreted differently by 
following the virodhadhikarananyaya. They should not 
be understood as being about 6iva. Therefore, there is no 
room for suspicion of contradiction. 

The Matsya Purana mentions by the statement 
"samklrana ... tamasastatha" the specific kalpas by 
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classifying them as "samklrana" [mixed], "sattvika", 
rajasika and tamasika because they are endowed with many 
reasons accompanied by these gunas. In the same place 
the statement "yasmin kalpe tu ... vamayate" describes 
Brahma with similar qualities in those very specific kalpas 
which are caused by the balancing of the various gunas 
and prakrti of those very specific puranas. Having said 
that, they receive the names for the very kalpas. Later on 
in the same place the passage "agne Sivasya mahatmyam 
...gamisyanti paramgatim" meant to explain the absence 
of contradiction among those various Puranas which 
declare mutual superiority of Brahma, Visnu, Siva, etc., 
by explaining the superiority of those very specific 
deities based on the difference in those specific kalpas. By 
establishing the validity and by treating both sides equally, 
it is possible to avoid the contradiction of the many cited 
srutis which describe the superiority of Brahma, Visnu, 
etc., as the origin of the world as understanding them 
as dealing with the topics of superiority of those specific 
deities in the form of the cause of the universe depending 
upon the difference in those specific kalpas. It is possible 
to find the examples of their validity by abandoning their 
primary meaning which is the main means of avoiding the 
contradiction. In order to establish that those srutis refer 
to the same object, by accepting that the words "Brahma", 
"Narayana", "Isana", etc., denoting the specific deities 
appearing in those specific karanavakyas are intended as 
referring to one of the deities among Brahma, Visnu and 
Siva as the cause of the world. And in order to avoid the 
contradiction which arises by accepting those very deities 
as the cause of the world, it is not appropriate to accept the 
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power of indication which is not based on any pramana. 
The view that in your arrangement, as in ours, even without 
accepting the superiority of those particular deities, it is 
not possible to explain that those specific karanavakyas 
are about one deity only which is desired by both sides 
without resorting to the indicative power of the terms such 
as "Narayana", 'Tsana ", etc., in those sentences. 

This whole view is refuted. As has been described, 
since it is not justifiable to understand any other deity 
other than Narayana as the cause of the whole world, it is 
not possible to explain that He is of the form of superiority 
of those specific deities during those specific kalpas. 
Moreover, if you accept that, then there will be a problem 
of having to accept many independent conscious forms as 
the cause of the universe. That is not desirable because it 
is cumbersome. But if there's only one deity, then it will be 
easy on the argument. 

Also, in the statement "sadeva saumya idam ... 
janayandeva ekah" [Chandogya Upanisad VI:2:1] etc., 
the word "eka" meaning one is used to describe a single 
Creator of the world who is without a second like him in the 
matter of the Creation of the world, etc. We would not be 
able to explain the word "eka". If we accept many Creators 
of the world like that, then there will be a problem of over- 
pervasion [ativyapti] of the characteristic of Brahma which 
is in the form of the cause of the universe. And also, there 
will be a problem of contradiction with the srutis which 
describe that there is no one who is equal to or better 
than Him in the statement "na tat samasca ... drsyate". 
Otherwise it is easier to reconcile or avoid the contradiction 
of the karanavakyas by understanding them as being about 
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the independent and infinite origin of the universe in the 
form of the gross and conscious elements such as akasa, 
etc., which arise in many different kalpas. It is possible to 
explain their validity only by abandoning their primary 
meaning. In order to establish that all the karanavakyas are 
about Parasiva who is that kind of cause of the world, one 
will have to reconcile all the karanavakyas as proposed 
in "tattu samanvayat" [Brahma Sutra 1:1:3] with the 
nyayas described or mentioned in the samanvayadhyaya. 
Otherwise there will be a problem about understanding the 
beginning of the samanvayadhyaya. And if this chapter is 
not started, then there is no problem of the predicament 
of the srutis having contradictory meaning. Also, there is 
a problem of explaining the start of the second chapter to 
avoid the problem of contradiction. 

Further if you accept the modifications of Narayana, 
Isa, etc., which establish their superiority as the source 
of the universe depending upon the different kalpas, 
then one cannot reconcile the explanation of the sruti 
"dhatayathapurvam akalpayet" which explains the 
creatorship of the world of only one by no more and no less 
in many previous different kalpas. The Bhagavata and the 
Visnu Puranas also describe the characteristics necessary 
for being the creator of the world by "sattvamrajastama 
... bhagavan ekaiva janardanah". Those Puranas mention 
Visnu as their subject by explaining the word 
"mahapurusah" as being the one who sets the pure sattva 
guna in motion among the words Brahma, Visnu, etc., by 
the statement "mahanprabhurvaipurusah ... pravartakah". 
The sruti "puruso ha vai narayanah" also mentions the 
independent word "Purusa" as being about Visnu. In the 
statement "para purusa ekah . . . janardanah" on the strength 
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of the adjective "para", there is no other deity than Narayana 
as the Supreme Being. Both the words "parapurusah" 
and "janardanah" convey the meaning of only one Visnu. 
Accordingly, it is possible to explain the words denoting 
Brahma and 6iva also as being about Visnu without the use 
of the indicative power of the words, and by the primary 
power of the word. It is not appropriate to abandon the 
explanation of the karanavakyas describing Him as being 
about one Visnu without any strong impeding factor. Even 
if there is a confusion about what is described, there's no 
confusion in the description of the qualifying factors such 
as being the creator of the universe. The terms Brahma, 
Visnu, etc., can be explained as being the efficient causes. 
The meaning of the words expressing Brahma, Visnu and 
6iva in the Bhagavata Purana and Visnu Purana statements 
as being the efficient causes of creation can be grasped 
clearly. It is not appropriate to abandon it without any 
impeding factor. Therefore the statements describing those 
specific karanas can be well-explained as being without 
any contradiction even without accepting the arrangement 
that you suggested. Therefore there is no resolution of the 
contradiction by following that explanation because they 
refer to the origins of those specific worlds in different 
kalpas as their subject. So, it is possible that there is no 
contradiction among the puranas also as the puranas deal 
with the prominence of those specific deities. And because 
such prominence is their subject in order to establish their 
validity the said statement from the Matsya Purana has 
been cited as a good reference. This argument is refuted. 

There is no proof for accepting Brahma and Rudra like 
Visnu independently as the cause of the whole world. The 
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explanation that they are the cause of the universe which 
is within their power does not arise with the suspicion 
of contradiction only. Moreover if we accept that the 
puranas mention Brahma and Rudra as the causes of 
■•the universe independently, then there is no explanation 
of the words of Brahma in the second skandha of the 
Bhagavata Purana which describe the creatorship and 
destroyership as not being under anyone else's power 
by the statement "srjani tanniyukto'ham ... trisaktidhrk". 
Now if you accept Brahma and Rudra as independent like 
Visnu, then there's a contradiction with the statements 
in Mahabharata "brahmasthanur ... tapodhana" and 
"ekavimsati . . . sanatani" which mention that they are the 
followers of the boundary made by Narayana like Daksa, 
Manu, etc. In the same place, there is a statement "etau 
dvau ... sarvabhutavaraprada" which describes them as 
the Creator and Destroyer by following the path shown 
by the grace and anger of Narayana as understood from 
the context in that statement. There will be a conflict with 
that statement. Therefore one should say that the context 
of the said Matsya Purana statement is introduced in 
order to show that the validity of the puranas also can be 
established by another way when their meaning is opposite 
of the direct sruti. This is not just to establish their validity 
by this arrangement even when their meaning is directly 
against the srutis. Thus, Manu says "ya vedabahya ... 
tamonistha hi tassmrtah". Being outside the Vedas is not 
other than having the opposite meaning of the Vedas. Thus 
the statement from the Siva Purana "trayaste karanatmano 
. . . na muhyati" which describe the arrangement according 
to their prominence in creating the world during those 
specific kalpas are refuted. 
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Visnu, who is the meaning of the context of this Purana 
statement, has not been seen as described, as being born 
from Brahma and Rudra in any of the context of many 
,<rutis. Therefore it is without any proof. One shouldn't 
say that we see some sruti which describes Visnu as 
being bom from Brahma and Rudra. It has already been 
said in the discussion of the sentence of the Atharvasikha 
"sarvamidam brahmavisnu ... samprasuyante" that it is 
not possible to explain Brahma, Visnu, etc., as being bom 
from Siva. 

The smrtis are not independently valid like the srutis 
that are eternal and faultless. Therefore, not everything 
said by the smrtis should be accepted with reverance by 
disregarding the Srutis whose origin is independently 
valid. Thus, when there is a mutual contradiction among 
the smrtis, the meaning that is best on the independent 
proof of eternal and faultless srutis should be accepted 
with respect and not the other meaning. 

Since the statements from the Siva Purana, etc., which 
mention the said Siva as the origin of the whole universe, 
are without the support of the srutis, their meaning is 
against the direct srutis because they refer to the supremacy 
of Siva, etc., during those specific kalpas. The context of 
the Siva Purana also mentions that arrangement, then how 
can they be considered as valid in their own meaning? In 
the eternal and faultless srutis: 

1. Hiranyagarbha alone is seen as the cause of the 
world in "Hiranyagarbha samavartatagre ... 
patirekasit". 

2. Rudra alone is seen as the cause of the whole world 
in "deva ha vai ... bhavisyami ca". 
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3. Narayana is seen as the sole cause of the universe 
in "naiveha kincana ... na Brahma nesanah". 

When we accept that the word "eka" in the above 
statements refers to the number one, then there is a 
predicament of it being futile because the meaning of the 
number "one" is achieved by the use of the singular number 
only. Also, because it is the statement in the Mahabhasya, 
the word "eka" here does not have any separate sense. 
And also because it is said that "eke mukhyanya kevala". If 
we accept the number "one" as referring to the secondary 
meaning or the primary meaning, the said srutivakyas 
which mention the deities Hiranyagarbha, etc., as the 
origin of the world, cannot be understood as referring to 
the primary cause and the equal cause, and as being alone 
at the same time. It is necessary to have the meaning of 
an established alternative in order to avoid the conflict 
that arises like sodasagrahanagrahananyaya. When the 
prominence of Hiranyagarbha, etc., as the origins of 
the world based on those specific kalpas is accepted, 
the $iva Purana, etc., mention that prominence of those 
specific deities are based on the srutis which mention that 
arrangement. And the context of the statements of the said 
£iva Purana, etc., and the similar Matsya Purana, etc., is for 
elaborating that said meaning. Therefore the argument that 
since they don't have any validity, how can their meaning 
be not respected, stands refuted. 

The doubt of the conflict does not arise when the word 
"eka" in the said sruti is understood as referring to the 
main meaning because it is possible that the main agent 
can appear in many forms. Just as "gopura" and "prakara", 
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etc., are referred to as in an aggregate form in the great 
works, similarly, aggregate form is referred to in the great 
effects in the form of the world such as mountains, etc. 
Those srutivakyas cannot be considered as the basis of 
the Siva Purana, etc., which have similar meaning because 
there is no establishment of the meaning of the systematic 
alternative like the grahanagrahanavakya. Moreover in the 
sruti "na Brahma nesanah", Brahma and Rudra did not exist 
at the beginning of the Creation, then how is it possible to 
understand them as the primary agents equal to Narayana 
who is the Lord of the Whole World with the power of 
aggregation just because they are available there. 

There is no regulatory rule to understand the word "eka" 
in the said 6ruti sentences as referring to the main meaning. 
1 1 doesn't have any weight if it is understood as being about 
the one without a second like himself. The meaning of the 
impersonal sruti is regulated only by nyaya. That's how it 
has been established in the kapinjaladhikarana. Therefore, 
it is appropriate that the word "eka" should be understood 
as being about the one like him. In this manner, how is 
there no mutual conflict in the said karanavakyas. In that 
case, how is it possible to understand that the three deities, 
Hiranyagarbha, Narayana and Rudra, together are the 
independent causes of the whole world at the same time? 
If you say so, that's not so. 

It has already been said that they cannot be independent 
origins of the world as being equal to Narayana because 
they didn't exist at the time of the beginning of Creation. 
Also, if we understand many origins of the world such as 
Hiranyagarbha, etc., because of the independent meaning 
of the karanavakyas, then there will be a conflict with 
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many srutis and smrtis which mention all Vedas to be 
about Visnu. By the statements such as: 

1 . sarve veda yatraikam bhavanti 

2. Vedairanaikairahameva vedyah 

3. sarve veda yatpadamamananti 

4. vedaisca sarvair ahameva vedyah 

5. vede ramayane ... glyate 

One shouldn't say that there will be the fault or defect 
as a result of the figurative sense of the word, if the words 
Hiranyagarbha, etc., appearing in the said karanavakyas 
are accepted as being about Narayana who is the only 
Primary Cause. Because Srutis and smrtis such as: 

1. yo devanam ... ekaiva 

2. brahmaiva vacah ... samdhatah 

3. srstisthityantakarinim ... sivatmikam 

4. sa samjnam ... 

5. bhagavan ... janardana 

are known to denote Visnu as their primary meaning. 
Moreover, the srutis such as "sarve vedah ... bhavanti" 
determine that all Vedas are about only one topic. In order 
to accomplish that there's no other way of explaining 
the terms "Hiranyagarbha", etc., in the karanavakyas as 
referring to Narayana who is the one Independent Origin 
of the world without the use of the figurative sense of the 
words. There is no fault if we accept the figurative use by 
which the terms refer to Narayana because there is proof. 
The fact that all the Vedas are about only one topic cannot 
be explained otherwise. Therefore, that itself is the cause of 
the figurative use of the term. 
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Now the Maitrayanyopanisad says by the statement 
"atha yo . . . brahmacarino yo'yam rudrah" that Visnu also is 
.1 part of the Supreme Self like Brahma and Rudra. Therefore, 
I le cannot have the primacy of the whole. It is not possible 
to accept Him also as the Independent Cause of the world 
like Brahma and Rudra. If you say that, it is not so because 
it has already been refuted. Moreover, the word "am6a" is 
used as parts other than the whole as in "asmingrame mama 
trtlyamso'sti", "tatatdevavagacchatvam ... sambhavam" 
and "mamaivamso ... jivabhutassanatana". It is used also 
in the sense of a part which is not separate from the whole 
as in "etesvamsakalah purusah". Since Brahma and Rudra 
did not exist at the time of the beginning of Creation as 
Narayana did, and since they were bom from him, they 
cannot be the parts which are not different from Him. 
Although the part of the Supreme Self which is expressed 
by the word "visnu" cannot be the Independent Cause 
of the world, it is proved to be a non-separate part of the 
Supreme Self by the following reasoning: 

1. In the sixth chapter of the Maitri Upanisad, the 
statement "visvasrgagre ... anandavansa bhavati" 
mentions the four-faced Creator of the world as 
an embodiment of Visnu as regulated and directly 
governed by the prudent Visnu. 

2. In the same place in the pranavavidya, the statement 
"yacchandastadomiti ... sarvadharadhama" 
describes Visnu with the words describing Him as 
the non-separate part of the Supreme, as free from 
fear, of the form of bliss, as content, as stable, as 
unmoving, immortal, firm, permanent, the abode 
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of the support of all, and having the characteristics 
specific to the whole. 

There is no loss in considering Him as the Independent 
Cause of the whole world. One shouldn't accept that there's 
no validity to consider Visnu as the whole only because He 
has been mentioned by the word "amsa" which is common 
to Brahma and Rudra, although He is totally non-different 
from the whole. Otherwise, there will be a predicament 
that in the seventh prapanhaka of the Maitrl Upanisad 
in the statement "tacchantam ... sarvadharadhama" the 
Supreme Lord will not ensue in the part named as Visnu 
because He is described as having the properties with the 
"amsa", etc., which are common to the whole Supreme 
Lord in the praise of pranavidya in the said sentence of the 
Maitrl Upanisad. He is not mentioned as a part which is 
totally independent of the Supreme Lord. 

In the discussion of the Supreme Entity in the Maitrl 
Upanisad, by statements such as "amrtamacyutam ... 
dhama" [VI:38], there's repeated mention of the part named 
Visnu. There is no room for doubt that this statement is 
about anyone else other than Visnu. If you consider Rudra 
also as the non-separate part like Visnu and therefore 
as an Independent Cause of the world, then in the sruti 
"yan kamayetam ... pitaramasya murdhan" there will be 
mention of His being born from Brahma who is described 
as born in AmbhranI and there will not be his mention as 
being under the sway of AmbhranI by following the words 
Brahma, Rudra, etc. Thus, just because the AmbhranI 
confers the titles of Brahma, Rudra, etc., there's no problem 
that they become independent like Narayana. That problem 
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does not arise because in the rest of the statement of the 
Ambhranx Sukta by the words "mama ... antassamudra", 
one can grasp Narayana as the cause as understood by the 
characteristics of remaining in the ocean. The statements 
"asya devasya mldhuse . . . viravat", "tava sriye . . . citram", 
and "padam yadvisnorupam ... gonam" mention that 
Rudra received his greatness by worshipping Visnu and 
1 le is the worshipper of Visnu's name. Now there arises a 
conflict with these statements if He is considered as totally 
independent like Visnu. There also arises a conflict with the 
mention in the Bhagavata Purana an example of bathing in 
the dust of the lotus feet of Visnu's wife, LaksmI, for the 
destruction of the ignorance of the soul of Umapati by the 
statement "yatpada paskaja ... tamopahantyai". Besides, if 
Visnu is considered as equal to Brahma and Rudra, then 
there will not be mention of the absence of that greatness 
in the case of deities other than Visnu, and the mention 
of his greatness unattainable by others as in the statement 
"paro matraya tanva ... paramam tamapa". 

One shouldn't say that the conquest by Visnu is 
understood from the chandas like the conquest by the other 
gods by the statement "visnumukhavede ... abhyajayan." 
Therefore, He also does not have the independence as 

the other gods. The sruti "na tasya karyam vidyate" 

mentions that He is totally independent of any cause. 
Therefore, according to the nyaya "virodhegunavadasyat", 
the statement "visnumukha ... abhyajayan" becomes only 
a gunavada statement. Many srutis such as "agnir vai 
devavamo ... devata" [Aitareya Aranyaka 1:1:1] which 
mention Him as totally independent, the compound 
"visnumukhah" is understood as an atadgunasamjna 



128 Who is the Supreme God, Visnu or Siva? 

bahuvrlhi compound. Otherwise the statements "visnurkam 
... caksuratata" which describes Visnu as having 
immeasurable strength and because of that, omniscience 
and being the witness of everything cannot be explained. 

Or in the statement "visnu mukha vai devah", the 
phrase cannot be interpreted as gods uttering the scriptures 
about Visnu or in whose mouth Visnu is with the hymns. 
This interpretation accepts the bahuvrihi compound of the 
tadgunasamvijnana type because it is possible to interpret 
its meaning in the sense of "iman lokan ... abhyajayan". 
Even in this interpretation, there is no room for fault. Thus 
the srutis such as "parasya . . . tadrsassyuh" which mention 
His unique powers also become favourable. Therefore it is 
not appropriate to understand that Visnu is not independent 
like Brahma and Rudra when He is understood as a part 
separate from the Supreme Soul. Thus, Brahma, Rudra and 
others who are not independent like Narayana have never 
been mentioned in the srutis prominently as the cause of 
the whole world. Sometimes they are heard of as the source 
of the world. But that discussion can be explained as being 
about Narayana who is immanent in them, or as being the 
cause of the universe who is under His control. So, in the 
situation when there's a mutual contradiction among the 
karanavakyas, in that case those karanavakyas are about the 
prominence of those specific deities prevalent in different 
kalpas. That the Linga Purana, etc., should be accepted 
because of the arrangement, is not at all appropriate. In 
the absence of any other independent proof at their basis, 
it is not appropriate to accept their validity by arranging 
their meaning in that manner. Because it has already been 
refuted that the srutis cannot be explained otherwise. 
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I herefore, Visnu is also the product of Parasiva like Brahma 
and Rudra and therefore the cause of the world is under 

I I is control. This view of those who consider themselves 
.is Vedists should not be accepted because it is only their 
household talk. 

Some say that the statements in the Linga Purana, 
etc., are invalid because they are spoken by Brahma in 
the rajasa and tamasa kalpas and therefore they cannot 
be valid like the Visnu Purana, etc., which are spoken by 
Him in the sattvika kalpas. Thus, those statements are 
spoken by Brahma who is endowed with the prominence 
of those specific qualities brought on by the strength of 
implements in the form of those specific kalpas. Therefore, 
their meanings are for the justification of those specific 
names. They are not for describing their validity with 
Ihe arrangement of the puranas because they possess 
conflicting meanings as their subject is the prominence of 
those specific deities prominent in those specific kalpas. 
Thus in the said manner, the prominence in the form of 
independently being the origin of the creation of the whole 
world cannot be ever anywhere attributed to anyone other 
than Narayana. General prominence depending upon the 
difference in the kalpa can be arranged because there is no 
conflict. It is necessary that even Brahma becomes touched 
by the gunas of prakrti as understood from the statement of 
God "na tadasti ... tribhirgunaih". It is unavoidable at the 
time of the bursting forth of the gunas, the products of those 
gunas such as right knowledge, greed, error, ignorance, etc., 
also come into being as understood from the statement of 
God "sattvat sanjayate jnanam ... partha tamasi". Therefore 
the puranas narrated during those specific times are based 
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on those specific effects. Consequently, their validity and 
invalidity is unavoidable. Therefore in order to show the 
invalidity of the Linga Purana, etc., in a different manner, 
the discussion of the context of the Matsya Purana has 
been introduced. 

Now what has been said by some who consider 
themselves as Vedists. The context of the citation from the 
Matsya Purana has not been introduced to establish the 
invalidity of the Linga Purana, etc., on account of their 
being narrated by Brahma in the tamasa kalpas. But it is 
in reference to the remainder of those statements because 
we hear "tesveva ... paramgatim". And the Kurma Purana 
statement which is introduced by praising the sattvika 
kalpas with the words "dhyanam tapastatha ... yanti 
tat paramam padam". This statement is for showing 
asceticism, etc., as more suitable for good and bad times. 
Otherwise there's no explanation of the mention of non- 
contradiction because of the meanings of those specific 
puranas are established as being about those specific 
subjects by describing the prominence of those specific 
deities based on the difference in the kalpas by the statement 
"agnessivasya mahatmyam". We do not see any reason in 
understanding the aforesaid statement as reference to the 
statements describing the meanings of those puranas as 
being non-contradictory, when that context is not about 
the establishment of validity of those specific puranas 
because of its having non-contradictory meanings. One 
shouldn't say that the division of kalpas into tamasa, etc., 
will not be futile, because it is possible to establish the 
non-contradiction among those specific puranas merely by 
describing the prominence of those specific deities based on 
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(lie difference in the kalpas. There will not be any futility 
because of the division of kalpas into tamasa, etc., was made 
to inform that the preponderance of gunas like sattvika, etc., 
exists in different kalpas like the abundance of snow, etc., 
that exists depending upon the difference in seasons. One 
shouldn't say that even then the sloka "yasmin kalpe ..." 
is futile. Because the Siva Purana, etc., contains the topics 
of the divisions of kalpa such as tamasa, etc., without that 
previous verse also. Therefore the non-contradiction of the 
Siva Purana is established. The statement "agnessivasya 
inahatmyam" mentions only that in the tamasa kalpas, 
Siva, etc., are more important than Agni. From the 
aforesaid statement, the puranas cannot be understood as 
being about the difference in the kalpas. There will be a 
doubt that the puranas are only about the present kalpa. 
In order to avoid such an appearance of contradiction, it is 
necessary to describe with the sloka "yasmin kalpe" that 
those puranas are about different kalpas also. Therefore the 
statement "yasmin kalpe" stands. One shouldn't say that 
even then the view that those specific puranas are spoken 
by Brahma in those specific kalpas is futile. Because once 
having repeated in their own form by describing them as 
having different kalpas as their topic and by repeating them 
in their own form, the express purpose is already fulfilled. 
In the statement "yasmin kalpe" the meaning of the word 
"proktam" is only an explanation which is another word 
lor description as in the word "prokta" in the Panini Sutra 
1:3:101 "tena proktam". It doesn't mean authorship. 

The Matsya Purana mentions beginning with 
"satakoti-pravistaram ... sanksepena nivesitah" 
mentions "prapancasargadya ... caturlaksyasanksiptah". 
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Dharmasamhita also mentions the same thing by 
"brahmevakrtecadye ... tacca krtam kotiprabhedatah". 
In specific kalpas Brahma moved around with more 
distinctions. The view that Brahma was the narrator of those 
puranas in those specific kalpas is to inform that matter. 
Therefore it is not futile. It is appropriate that those specific 
puranas which describe the greatness of those deities based 
on the differences of those specific kalpas should be more 
prevalent in those different kalpas. That verse is useful in 
strengthening the prominence of those specific deities in 
those specific kalpas. Therefore, it is certainly expected. 
All the other contexts reconcile with it. It is inappropriate 
that the said statement from the Matsya Purana is about 
describing some puranas among all the puranas as invalid, 
and some others as valid. This is not appropriate. 

If we accept that the prominence of the other gods as 
the cause of the creation of the world depending upon the 
difference in those specific kalpas, then the context of the 
cited statement from Matsya Purana cannot establish the 
validity of those puranas by describing their subjects. If 
we accept the word "prokta" in the narration, then it is 
impossible to avoid the contingency that the narration of 
those specific puranas made during those specific kalpas 
caused by the gushing forth of the gunas, i.e., rajasa and 
tamasa, will also be based on ignorance, negligence, 
illusion caused by the bursting forth of the gunas, rajasa 
and tamasa, related to the concerned Brahma. And it is 
also possible that some sentences in some puranas are 
narrated by Brahma who possesses those specific qualities 
in abundance by making changes in their reading. 

The context of many sentences which express the 
meaning in contradiction of the Vedas can be understood 
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by abandoning the previous reading and accepting another 
leading. Because of that, there is no transgression. With 
that meaning only one should accept the context of the 
Matsya Purana as mentioning the unacceptability of 
some puranas by showing them to be the subjects of the 
rajasa and tamasa kalpas and therefore invalid. Not even 
a great learned person who has eaten a golden fruit can 
thoughtfully explain as it is at that time something that 
is most valid by being always faultless. Neither can he 
abandon the previous reading in its place. Therefore the 
characteristic of the Supreme Brahman in the form of the 
cause of the Creation of the Whole World as mentioned 
by the sruti "tasmat yato va imani bhutani ..." and by the 
aphorism "janmadyasya yatah" [Brahmasutra 1:1:2] cannot 
exist in other deities as has been said. Many statements from 
the srutis and the smrtis are reconciled if we understand 
that characteristic as only of Narayana. The composer of 
the sutras, i.e. the venerable Vedavyasa, also established 
in the Mahabharata that the Supreme Brahman which 
is the object of knowledge of salvation-seekers which is 
intended by him, established it as Narayana and not any 
other deity. Many passages such as "yatassarvani bhutani ... 
brahmanamasrjatsvayam" describe Narayana only as 
the Origin of the Whole World. By following the proofs 
in the form of many sruti and smrti statements, and by 
following the description of the characteristics, the Origin 
of the Whole World mentioned in the srutis and smrtis, 
the Supreme Brahman expressed as the Supreme Reality 
is in the form of Narayana only. It is not in the form of 
any other deity other than Him such as Brahma, Siva etc. 
Those who wish for the last and permanent goal of human 
life should worship the Supreme Brahman in the form of 
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Narayana only, and should surrender to Him. In some 
srutivakyas sometimes there may be minor problems. That 
must be neglected because this view is satisfactory to both. 
So everything is fine. This is the summary of the doctrine. 
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SlVATATTVAVIVEKA OF 

AppayyaDIksita 



A lthough here it is not possible to praise the Ultimate 
Reality of Siva who is free from any attributes, who is 
beyond all speech and mind where all differences of agent, 
action, etc., in worldly existence become dispelled, and who 
is arrived at by churning the srutis and smrtis such as: 

1. niskalam niskriyam ... [Svetasvatara Upanisad 
VI:19] 

2. yatra nanyat . . . 

3. pratyasamitamedam . . . 

Even then he wishes to praise His saguna form with 
sixty verses which establish Siva as more than the Universe, 
and is the object of worship by the world by removing 
the blabbering of the hosts of bad thinkers who are very 
slanderous, whose hearts became devoid of even a drop 
of devotion towards the lotus feet of Paramasiva because 
of the curse of Gautama, Dadhlci, etc., whose hearts being 
soiled by the impurities of the Kali Age, infinite evil became 
ingrained in the depths of their hearts. 

Now 6iva is understood by hundreds of srutis and 
smrtis such as: 

1. mayam tu prakrti vidyat . . . [Svetasvatara Upanisad 
IV:10] 
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2. Umasahayam paramesvaram . . . [Kaivalya Upanisad 7] 

3. amurtam yat parambrahma . . . vilocanam 

The divisions of gunas, etc., are created by the inscrutable 
maya which resides in Him. He is the ocean of many gems in 
the form of qualities such as infinite auspiciousness which 
is impartite and imperishable. He shines with man bodies 
made up of pure sattva quality which are qualified by the 
qualities of having the blue throat and having a special eye. 
The manifestation of his greatness is made known through 
endless synonyms such as Siva, Bhava, Rudra, Mahesvara, 
Mahadeva, etc. He is the cause of Creation, Sustenance and 
Dissolution of the whole universe. He is the regulator of all 
including Vidhi, Hari and Girisa, who are his partial forms 
imagined with the limitations of the modifications of rajas, 
etc. He who makes himself manifest in the confines of the 
city of the Supreme Siva called Somaloka which is beyond 
all the worlds at the end of the ecstatic stage. He dwells in 
the cave of the hearts of all the people. He is independent in 
giving the fruits of all actions. He is the deity of all brahmin 
families. Uma is his consort. He is expressed by the word 
"Paramasiva". 

One cannot have an authority to produce a book about 
the subject of the greatness of the form of Paramasiva 
without gaining his knowledge. And that knowledge can 
be attained only through His grace as is mentioned in the 
srutis and smrtis such as: 

1. yamevaisa vrnute . . . 

2. sa no budhya . . . [SvetaSvatara Upanisad 111:4] 

3. Isvaradjnanam ... 

It is mentioned there by "yathantaropacarena . . . 



Sivatattvaviveka of Appayya Diksita 139 

prasldati mahesvarah" that the introspection is the inner 
means of attaining Him. Therefore, thinking that this is the 
best auspicious beginning and by grasping with a verse, 
the meditation which was already practised in his heart, he 
suggests the meaning which he intends to establish by the 
initial verse. 



SlKHARINIMALA 
VERSE 1 

"We establish £iva in our heart by whose little compassion 
even the ancient teachers such as Srlkanta, Druhina, 
Upamanyu, Tapana, Skanda, Indra, Nandi, etc., were 
elevated; Who is the first teacher of all; Whose body is 
beautiful; Who is adorned with a faint smile; Who has made 
the cinmudra with His lotus hands." 

Srlkanta refers to Siva who is the subject of description by a 
name which has great power of destroying all evil as can be 
justified by the statements of sruti, purana and noble people 
such as: 

1. api va yascandalah . . . bhunjita 

2. yadvyaksaram . . . asu hanti tat 

3. vidyasu . . . siva ityaksaradvayam 

Chanting of His name even once and even casually is 
enough to destroy a lot of evil. Following the lead of the 
statement in the puranas such as: 

1. tasmat saha taya . . . 

2. dhyayedanadinidhanam . . . 

one meditates upon the god as being the treasure of infinite 
auspicious qualities and as being with the goddess Parvatl 
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Who is in the form of the power of wishing and Who is 
the presiding deity of spiritual knowledge according to 
the statement in the Siva Purana "sadasivankamarudha . . . 
hvayasiva". 

One should understand this form as derived from 
the Vvas in the sense of being endowed with the power 
of wishing by transposing the letters, and by adding the 
suffix "ac" [by Panini Sutra 5:2:127] in the sense of "he 
possesses the hosts of auspicious qualities" because the 
list of "arsa", etc., is a sample list. In the first explanation 
of the derivation, there is a supporting statement by noble 
grammarians "himsidhatoh . . . kasyapo yatha". In support of 
the second sense, there is a statement from the Vayu Purana 
"athava'ntakalyanagunaika ... sivatattvarthavedibhih". 
One should understand that the other etymologies supported 
from the statements of the Mahabharata, etc., such as 
"samedhayati yannityam . . . tasmad eva Siva smrtah" are 
also intended here. It is appropriate that the ordinary words 
have many meanings according to the intention of the 
speaker. By following the practice of meditation upon the 
qualities such as "prasannavadanam . . . keyurabhunitam", 
he specifies manojnana, etc. By following the practice of 
meditating upon the qualities as described in "nivesya cetah 
. . . asmita komale", he specifies "mandasmita" etc. In order 
to achieve the knowledge of the greatness of his desired 
deity Siva, he meditates upon Him as the self of the image 
of guru by "sarva", etc. The meaning is that He is the first 
guru of all the gurus who have the knowledge of Siva, He is 
the ultimate resting place of the tradition of gurus. Thus it is 
said by Patanjali "sa purvesam api guruh . . . anavacchedat", 
and Siva Purana says "pratisargam . . . kalavacchedavarjitah" 
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and "Isanasarvavidyanam ... sarvajnana mahodadhih". In 
the mantra of the Svetasvataropanisad VI:18, it is stated 
"yo brahmanam ... saranam aham prapadye". Although 
it is not clearly understood that this mantra is about Siva, 
even then this Upanisad will be established as wholly being 
about Siva. Also, this mantra is dedicated in self-surrender 
in the worship of Siva in the Kurma Purana by "nivedeti 
catmanam yo brahmanam itisvare". The statements by 
Brahma, etc., heard in the Siva and Matsya Puranas such as 
"yo'gre mam . . . atmani samsthitan" also elaborate on this. 
Therefore this mantra should be understood as being about 
Siva. The same meaning is established in the Mahabharata, 
Kurma Purana, Siva Purana, Saura Purana, Skanda Purana, 
Linga Purana, Sivadharma, etc. 

He clarifies the described meaning by introducing His 
special influential disciples. That is the meaning rendered by 
Srikanta. In all those puranas, the teachers such as Srikanta, 
etc., who had knowledge of Siva are well-known. 

By the word "adi", Svayambhu, Vayu, Vasistha, 
Parasara, Vyasa, Jaimini, Kasyapa, etc., are understood. 
He specifies by the sign of the image of guru by the 
word "cinmudra." The word "paninalinam" is a upamita 
compound, and his interpretation is "his hand is like a 
lotus". The connection of the gesture of "cinmudra" is 
opposed to the meaning of the metaphor. Therefore, "hand 
is not a lotus" but "hand is like a lotus". The words "we 
place such a Siva in our mind" means "we meditate upon 
I lim". One should see that by the adjective "Srlkanta" the 
characteristics of Siva as being more than the Universe, 
and being the object of worship by the Universe as will be 
established later on in the hymn are alluded. 
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Thus having enquired into the Supreme Deity, he 
enquires into the knowledge of the Supreme which will be 
established as the noun of all meanings. 

VERSE 2 

"May the most fundamental knowledge which is beneficial to 
the people, which single-mindedly intent upon illuminating 
the great prominence of the Supreme Siva which is nurtured 
by the springs of the words of Pavana, Tapana, Vyasa, etc., 
which contain the meaning that locks up the minds of the 
assemblies of evil-people, be victorious." 

Supreme Siva is the Siva who is beyond the three forms and 
who is the possessor of Maya. Totally intent on singing the 
glories of His great prominence, the speech of Pavana is the 
Vayu Samhita. Vayu Purana is secondary among the great 
puranas. This is the meaning of the words of Pavana. 

The words of Tapana is equal to the Aditya Purana 
which is secondary among the puranas. The words of 
Vyasa is the Mahabharata. With the word "adi", Manu, 
Yajnavalkya, Bodhayana, Asvalyayana, Upamanyu and 
Agastya who are the composers of smrti, Kalpasutras 
and saivagamas are understood. Thus nurtured by all the 
puranas, itihasas, smrtis, Kalpasutras and saivagamas, this 
is higher knowledge which cannot be disproved due to the 
meaningfulness of the words. 

Although non-Vedists try to take it elsewhere, this 
knowledge whose meaning acts like a nail is driven into 
their heart. It is beneficial to all people because of its teaching 
the righteous path. May this fundamental knowledge in the 
form of the Atharvasikha, etc., be victorious in the world. 
May it spread in all its glory. With this, it is suggested 
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that everything that will be established later on, will be 
established on the basis of sruti only. It is suggested that the 
different interpretation of srutivakyas determined because 
of wrong views will be refuted by showing the conflict of 
the cited elaborations and the self-evidence of the words. 

Now by anticipating an objection that he has no authority 
to praise the Supreme Brahman whose glory cannot be 
defined even by the gods according to the statement 
"yamadityo na veda", he justifies: 



VERSE 3 

"O Supreme Siva, even the gods are not capable to define 
your glory. How can a man wishing to praise you, not be 
a laughing stock? Even then, the thought that may there be 
the auspicious worship of your many qualities, names and 
memories, even from a door, impells me." 

This attempt in composing a hymn of Siva is not for 
publicising his own scholarship, which will definitely 
lead him to ridicule because even Brahma, etc., cannot 
adequately describe this glory. Then it is inevitable that the 
minds of foolish people will sleep. One will have to make 
an effort to avoid that. But while wandering in the wheel of 
samsara with the minds distracted with many concerns, it 
is difficult to pursue the meditation on Siva and His names 
without any opening. Therefore, according to the smrti 
"yena kenapyupayena ... nivesayat" in order to pursue 
(he chanting of Siva's names and meditating upon Siva 
by whichever means available. Therefore by following the 
ny3ya "sarvatha svahitam", such praise is not wrong. That's 
the meaning of this justification. 
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Now he begins by mentioning the wrong thinking of the 
non-Vedists who are in a habit of slandering 6iva, and who 
are intolerant of the superiority of Siva who is the subject 
of the meaning intended by this hymn. He shows that it is 
supported by the sastras, that they should be ostracised by 
good people and that their birth is futile. 

VERSE 4 

"The Veda clearly says 'O Self, only you are more than the 
world. You are the object of worship by the world. But the 
wicked people dispute even that. What is their life which is 
destroyed by their addiction of their treason to you. Only 
death is considered as an atonement for those who listen to 
their words." 

"Kim" signifies that something should be condemned. That 
meaning is shown by the mantra "antaricchanti tarn jane . . . 
jihvaya sasam". The liberal meaning of this mantra is that 
those who wish in their mind ought to meditate on Rudra. 
"Para" means "best among all". The word "grbhvanti" 
means "they take with their tongue that food that is made 
out of grains". Those who are in the habit of bad logic do not 
wish him inside them, they eat feces with their tongue. Thus 
Parasara has elaborated "antaricchanti ye rudram ... te na 
samsayah". Here in the first verse the literal meaning of the 
mantra is shown and by the second the indicative meaning. 
Here because it refutes itself, it ends in showing their 
condemnable attitude. In the Mahabharata, this meaning 
is shown also with the words "dhik tesam dhik tesam . . . 
vimoksako rudrah". In the Bhagavata Purana also, the 
same meaning is shown by praising Siva by saying "hasanti 
yasya caritam hi durbhagah". There the word "durbhagah" 
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moans "those who are bom with bad luck" meaning "bom 
in mixed castes". Thus having thought about this doubt 
about the confusion, the Nagarakhanda says "ma bhuttasya 
Sambhur daivatam". 

Thus by saying that their life is evil, it is suggested 
that they should be ostracised by the good. That is further 
elaborated in many ways in the Kurma Purana. The 
word "nihatam" means "it is futile". The same meaning 
is established by following the kaimutika nyaya. 1 In the 
Bhagavata Purana it is said "kamau pidhaya ... visijet 
sa dharmah". Its meaning is that when God who is the 
protector of dharma is being slandered by wicked men who 
have crossed all the boundaries and who have no control, 
one should quickly cover the ears and leave the place if one 
cannot stop them as it is not possible to hear even a sentence 
of slander about God. If one has the ability, one should pull- 
out and cut-off the tongue of those evil people who revel in 
slander. One who is used to listening to deliberate slander 
of Siva should give up his life also. That giving up of life 
alone is dharma like giving up of life because of drinking 
alcohol, etc. Thus, when it is decided that the atonement of 
I hose who listen to the censure of Siva ends in death, then 
those who themselves indulge in the slander of Siva have 
no atonement at all. Therefore it is clear that they should 
be totally ostracised by the good, and this life is in vain. 
Thus it is clearly said in the Kurma Purana in the chapter 
enjoining atonements for all sins such as the killing of 
brahmins, etc., after the injunction of atonement for the 
slander of other deities, that there is no atonement for the 



I vide Monier-Williams, p. 311, column 2. 



146 



Who is the Supreme God, Visnu or Siva? 

censure of Siva. Thus it says that "yah sarvabhutavinutam 
. . . kartum varsasatairapi". In this fashion, it seems that it is 
suggested that the atonement for the censure of Siva ends 
only in death since there's no atonement seen for those who 
remember in the subjects of atonement ending in death 
such as "kamato brahmanavadhe ... na vidhlyate". It is 
appropriate that in comparison to the atonement enjoined 
for listening to the censure, the atonement prescribed for 
slandering itself should be more. Thus one should see that 
here it befalls that the atonement should be harsher than 
the atonements ending in death. Thus the statement in the 
Kurma Purana "candrayanam caret . . . papat pramucyate" 
mentioning other atonements for censure of Siva, and the 
statement in the Astamurti Parvan in the Padma Purana 
"Sivanindaparam murkham . . . sastrasya niscayah" which 
prescribes another atonement in listening to that censure 
should be understood as being about a specific eligible 
candidate according to the rules. 

Thus He censures the fools who hate God and who 
are not Vedists. Then, by thinking that according to sruti 
and smrti statements "esa hyeva ... karayati" and "ajno 
janturanlso'yam" they are not really worthy of censure. He 
scolds them. 



VERSE 5 

"Indeed what should one do with those poor two-legged 
animals. Creature does not really wish for the conduct which 
is beneficial to him or which is not beneficial to him. You are 
the immanent God in all, O Siva. A dependent man does as 
you impel him. Then how can he be censured, O Siva." 

He strengthens the same meaning by reasoning also. 
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VERSE 6 

"People see each and every vidhivakyas in the srutis and 
believe in the sacrifices etc. O god who has the crescent moon 
on his head, how can they not believe in your glory which is 
illuminated in all doctrines if they were not helpless." 

The unfortunate people become deluded either because the 
reality of Siva is difficult to comprehend, or because of the 
different karma. While discussing this, he establishes the 
first option by the kaimutika nyaya. 

VERSE 7 

"O destroyer of the god of love, Brahma became deluded 
even after seeing you right in front of him. He came to know 
about you from the speech of Hari. Indra came to know 
about you from the daughter of the mountain. During an 
argument between Hari and Brahma, they came to know 
you when you revealed yourself to them. Then what about 
others? Then, O Lord, what will be the condition of a poor 
foolish man." 

The words "deluded even after seeing Him" applies to 
Indra and Narayana as well. The action and the instrument 
words also in the next two sentences are connected with 
the following sentences. It is heard in the Linga, Kurma, 
Surya Puranas, etc., that formerly Prajapati remaining in the 
lotus coming out of the navel of Narayana came under the 
influence of the pride of thinking himself as independent 
in the Creation of the world. He did not understand even 
after seeing him, the greatness of Mahadeva, who was 
approaching him in his not natural form in order to bestow 
grace upon him. Somehow Brahma came to know of his 
greatness at the instruction of Narayana. On some occasion. 
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Indra became very arrogant together with other immortals 
because of a victory over demons which was indeed caused 
by the power of the immanent god. His delusion did not 
disappear even after seeing Mahadeva who had appeared 
in the form of a yaksa in order to bestow grace upon him, 
and in order to remove his pride. He came to know the 
greatness of Siva when Parvati who was nearby at that time 
instructed him. Thus it is mentioned in the Kenopanisad 
and in the Skanda, Linga and Siva Puranas. It is said in the 
Siva and Kurma Puranas that on some occasion Hari was 
arguing with Brahma about who was superior. In order to 
enlighten them, Siva appeared in the form of a great linga 
whose beginning and end was not seen between the two 
of them. They recognized Siva, and yet did not believe in 
his greatness. Hari together with Brahma determined his 
all transcending glory from the instruction of the most 
compassionate Siva only. Thus all the three passages are 
tied together here. 

Or the faith in the greatness of Siva can be attained only 
through his grace and cannot be attained by the study of the 
Vedas, etc. Therefore, when there is absence of the grace of 
Siva, that faith cannot arise. He says the same meaning by 
following the mantra "nayam atma", etc. 



VERSE 8 

"O Lord, one cannot easily have faith in You only on the 
strength of the discourses or on the strength of superior 
intellect or on the strength of expertise in the various sastras. 
O Siva, the meritorious people gain it only through Your 
grace. Then how can the evil-minded people who have no 
control gain it." 
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The devotion to Siva is the highest good because it is the 
cause of removing all calamities and of attaining all the 
purusarthas. Usually even in achieving petty betterments, 
people face many obstacles. The obstacle caused by fate 
is certainly going to be there. Therefore, there will be an 
obstacle in the path of devotion to Siva. Those who've not 
accumulated many merits during many lives which are 
capable of removing those obstacles, cannot develop faith 
in the greatness of Siva which is the result of those good 
deeds. Thinking thus, he adds: 

VERSE 9 

"To somehow gain devotion for your lotus feet is not easy. 
Such devotion destroys all misery, is the only abode of all 
purusarthas. A man does not gain the only good which is 
fraught with many obstacles without the meritorious deeds 
performed in many hundreds and thousands of previous 
lives." 

The word "somehow" means "even with the desire of some 
or other fruit". Although by the statement "phaloddesana 
. . . ksamo yatah", the tendency of acting with the desire for 
fruit is considered inferior, even then it is difficult to attain 
because it produces sattvika devotion, endowed with eight 
characteristics, for Siva by inspiring great faith when a man 
free from obstacles attains his desired fruit. 

Or they do not develop faith in the prominence of Siva 
because of the curse of Dadhici or because Kali creates 
defects without exception. 

VERSE 10 

"Those who have shaken off the inner darkness of ignorance, 
who have performed meritorious deeds in many lives, who 
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are intent upon good deeds by following yama, niyama etc. 
try to know you. O Siva, how would those who are demonic 
by nature, who were cursed by Dadhlci, whose intellect is 
destroyed, and whose minds have become soiled by Kali 
would come to know you." 

The external restraints are non-violence, truth, abstention 
from stealing, celibacy and non-acceptance [Yoga Sutra 
11:30]. The niyamas are purity, contentment, austerities, 
self-study and surrender to God [Yoga Sutra 11:32], Other 
good deeds which rectify the faults of Kali should also be 
practised. They've mentioned in the words of Vyasa such as 
"evam vidhe kaliyuge . . . dhyanam danamiti srutih." 

The Kurma Purana shows the curse of Dadhlci. The 
passage "evamuktva tu viprarsih ... paranmukhah." In the 
same place in the chapter which describes the faults of Kali, 
it is said that "kurvanti . . . tamasavistacetasah." Intending to 
refer to them only, the Surya Purana says "purusottamasritya 
... tesam madhvah." In the Sankarasamhita of the Skanda 
Purana during the description of the ritual worship of Siva, 
it is said "nekseta pujavelayam . . . bahiskrtam." When one 
asks who is it that is ostracized, it answers "dadhlcina 
gautamena . . . bahiskrtah". Thus one should see the curses 
of Bhrgu, etc., which are mentioned in the Skanda Purana, 
etc. The word "danu" means those that are enveloped 
by tamas and who do not honour the deeds that remove 
the faults of Kali. The word "kali" signifies those who are 
blinded by delusion based on the statement "kalau rudrau 
mahadevo ... daivatam". 

Now would you say that no one has such complete faith 
in the greatness of Siva, or no one worships His qualities 
with such devotion or no one attains the appropriate fruits? 
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Saying that god Narayana has that devotion, the author 
suggests that the faith and devotion in the glory of Siva, 
etc., are very rare by enumerating. 



VERSE 11 

"O Siva, only god Narayana alone in the world is able to 
know your great immeasurable glory. He alone is able to 
constantly practice steady devotion at your feet. He alone is 
able to gain your excessive grace with worships, O giver of 
boons! The god Narayana is ever victorious." 



by mentioning the grace, it follows that the attainment of 
.ill desired goals is complete. Therefore, it is not separately 
mentioned. Visnu's knowledge of the glory of Siva and his 
great devotion to Him are proved in the Kurma Purana 
statement "krsnadvaipayanah . . . krsnam va devaklsutam". 
Now there is a statement in the fourth skandha of the 
bhagavata Purana in which Brahma addresses gods who are 
praying to pacify Siva who was angered during the sacrifice 
of Daksa, "naham na yajno ... krpam vidhitsit". There is 
also a statement in the eighth skandha of the same work 
in which the gods address Siva "na te giritra . . . yatbrahma 
nirastabhedam". Such statements refer to the difficulty in 
comprehending the reality of Siva by other men. They do 
not mean that Hari did not know about Him. Therefore there 
is no conflict. He is intent upon worshipping Siva above all, 
and Siva bestows most favours on him. Thus it is said in a 
statement by Siva in Sansuptika "aham yathavadaradhyah 
. mama na vidyate". Vyasa also points out in the Drona 
I’arva of the Mahabharata "devadevastva cintyatma ... 
karoti vrsabhadhvajah". He gains the highest seat because 
of the grace of Siva. It is shown in the Mantravarna which 
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introduces Linga as the place of manifestation of Siva in 
"tava sriye ... carucitram" and specifies it by "padam 
yadvisnoh . . . upamam nidhayi". Its meaning is explained in 
the Parasara Purana "raudram lingam . . . paramam padam." 
In the caturbhujabhiseka chapter of the Kaslkhanda, it is 
described that Siva coronated Visnu and gave him many 
boons such as the abode of Vaikuntha, Lordship over the 
whole world, valour more than Himself which are not easy 
to obtain by others. 

In the description of the tirthayatravidhi in the Vana 
Parva of the Mahabharata, it is said that "tato gacchet . . . 
bhavinyati na samsayah". In the chapter on austerities in 
the Drona Parva, it is mentioned that Siva gave the Supreme 
Valour to Narayana who pleased Him by practising 
penance for sixty thousand years in the Mainaka Mountain. 
And in the Parijata Samhita of the Harivamsa it is said "iti 
samstuyamanastu . . . na tad anyatha". Thus the statements 
in the Siva and Linga Puranas should be explained. Thus is 
the introduction. 

Now in order to establish Siva as the Supreme Deity in 
the world, and in order to show His limiting adjuncts and 
the qualities associated with Him, the author describes the 
real form which is free from any limitations. 

VERSE 12 

"That which is called Eternal and in the form of Infinite Bliss, 
Consciousness and Existence, that which becomes clear 
upon the removal of all dualities which is called the inner 
self, that which is the object of knowledge of the Upanisads 
which contain many statements with unbroken meaning, 

O Mahadeva, you are that lustre which is known as the 
Supreme Self." 
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Many Vedantic texts describe the Supreme Brahman. Some 
refer to it in the third person such as in "satyam jnanam 
anantam brahma" [Taittirlya Upanisad 11:1:1], "asthulam 
ananu" [Brhadaranyaka Upanisad 111:8:8], etc. Some refer 
to it in the second person as in "yo'y&m vijnanam mayah" 
[ Brhadaranyaka Upanisad IV:4:22], etc. Some are in the form 
of mahavakyas describing the unity of both the persons as in 
"tat tvam asi" [Chandogya Upanisad VI:8:7; VI:9:4; VI:10:3; 
VI:11:3; VI:12:3; VI:13:3; VI:14:3; VI:15:3 and VI:16:3], "aham 
brahmasmi" [Brhadaranyaka Upanisad 1:4:10], "ayamatma 
brahma" [Mandukya Upanisad 2], and "prajnanam brahma" 
[Aitareya Upanisad V:3]. 

In the same way, the word "pratyak" in this verse refers 
to the meaning of the term in the second person. Because 
of that, the body, sense-organs, etc., which are the objects 
of identification with the soul are referred to as "this" and 
"that" and therefore are external. On the other hand, that 
which is internally focused is called the "jlva" which is the 
lower kind of ego principle. Because the modification of 
consciousness goes inward. The rest of the adjectives show 
the meaning of the term "tat". There also the summary 
of the five mahavakyas which are mentioned as should 
be summarized in the sutra "anandayah pradhanasya" is 
given by the adjectives which is called "Bliss-Existence- 
Consciousness", "Supreme Self" and "Infinite". By the term 
"parabhuta", etc., the reference is to the subtleness, etc., 
which are determined as "should be summarized" in the 
sutra "aksaradhiyam". It is very skilfully explained by the 
acaryas that their summary is a means in understanding the 
Brahman which is beyond the five-fold things. Others think 
that it is worship. The terms "pratyaguditam", "uktarupam" 
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and "jyotih" in the above verse show the meaning of the 
mahavakyas by referring to the same thing. Now Brahman 
which is beyond the five-fold 2 things cannot be proven by 
proofs which depend upon contact. Therefore, it is said with 
unbroken meaning. 

Even though Brahman is like that, the author describes 
the Supreme Saguna form which is qualified by Maya in 
which the divisions of guna etc. are imagined for happily 
bestowing favour on the world. 

VERSE 13 

"You're beyond all gunas and yet contaminated by Maya. 

You appear as endowed with gunas. You reveal a body 
which is with three eyes, dark throat and which is with 
Amba. Known by the names such as Siva, Bhava, etc.. You 
are victorious. You are the Controller of all the worlds 
together with Hari, Hara and Brahma." 

By the use of the word "iva", he shows that because the 
qualities are imaginary they don't enter reality. From this, 
the relation of the name and forms also is as understood 
imaginary. Therefore, there is no separate mention of it. The 
meaning is adorned with many qualities such as omniscience, 
etc, which are attributes of Anga; knowledge, detachment 
etc., which are attributes of avyaya; and sovereignty, etc., 
which are attributes of Bhaga; and other many qualities 
such as satyakamatva, etc. 

But the attributes such as omniscience, etc., which 
are known as Anga; the attributes such as knowledge, 
detachment, etc., which are known as Avyaya, and the 

2 nisprapanca, pancendriyatita, pancamahabhutatita, pancabhedatita, 
etc. 
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attributes such as sovereignity which are known as Bhaga, 
and many other qualities such as satyakamatva. By the term 
"maya", the author mentions the limiting adjunct describing 
the attributes of that which is without attributes. The term 
"mayasabalitah" is that which is referred to as the prototype 
by Maya which is of the nature of avidya, and which is the 
limiting adjunct of the nature of consciousness. Since He is 
predominantly of the pure sattva quality referred to as the 
prototype by Maya which is separate because of the limiting 
adjunct of Ignorance. The term "Siva" refers to the Lord with 
all his qualities or the eight names beginning with "Siva". 
Although there are more than a hundred names of God such 
as Sambhu, Sankara, etc., the eight names beginning with 
Siva are specially mentioned in the Rahasyagamas in "Sivo 
mahesvarascaiva ... sarvabhutam samudhrtam". The eight 
names beginning with Bhava are recited in the mantras of 
the Apastamba School. They appear in the ritual offering 
to Isana in the Apastamba Sutras, in the sulagava Homa 
in the Bodhayana and Asvalyayana Sutras in the ritual of 
evening worship, and in the regular worship as well as the 
consecration of Mahadeva in the Bodhayana Sutra. They 
appear in the description of dedication in the worship, in 
the ritual ablutions, and in the domestic fire sacrifices in the 
Bodhayana Sutra. Therefore those names are understood as 
special. This understanding of their being special is based 
on the intention of mentioning them as the principal. Here 
some don't wish that there is Supreme Reality which is the 
cause of everything other than these images with attributes. 
Others regard that it is formless [without a body] concealed 
only by Maya expressed only by the words "parabrahma" 
which is used in the Brahma Sutras. 
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One might think that the description of Siva as 
being with Parvatl is from both points of view. And the 
description of His assuming the form and being referred 
to by the words "bhava", "Siva" etc., apply only to Rudra 
with attributes who is included in the three images. And 
Brahman which is the object of description in the hymn 
is referred to by the same form. Now the author specifies 
its meaning. The words "sa harihara" are explained by 
referring to the Brahmopanisad which speaks of another 
principle that is higher than Brahma, etc., expressed by the 
word "indestructible" which is the essence of all the gods 
as expressed in "athasya purusasya ... visnuscesvarasca". 
In the statement "na tatra deva ... pitara Isate", He is 
shown as the only sovereign. In "eko devas sarvabhutesu 
gudhah". He is shown as immanent in all, and as a giver 
of fruits of all actions. In the Tapanlyopanisad first the 
worship of Brahma, Visnu and Rudra who are denoted by 
the three matras of "akara", "ukara" and "makara" in the 
place of the navel, heart and the centre of the eyebrows as 
described in the statement "akaram brahmanam nabhau . . . 
makaram rudram bhrumadhye" is enjoined. Then, by the 
statement "omkaram sarvesvaram dvadasante" another 
principle higher than them endowed with all the qualities 
of sovereignty expressed by omkara which is representative 
of totality, and the object of worship at the end of the 12th 
day is shown. 

The Maitri Upanisad explains the division of the guna 
tamas which is known as ignorance by establishing the 
higher principle as the substratum of tamas beginning with 
the sentence "tamo va idam ekam asit" and "tat pareneritam 
... rajaso rupam". Then it mentions that Brahma, etc., 
modified by the gunas, rajas, etc., are parts of the Higher 
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Principle which is the substratum of tamas by the statement 
"tasya prokta ... sah yo'yam visnuh". Thus the Maitri 
Upanisad clarifies another principle which is higher than 
them. In the discussion of the deities presiding over the 
tanmatras and of the pranava in the Yogayajnavalkya, the 
statement "aksaratrayametattu . . . pranavam budhah" and 
(he statement made by the Lord in the Bhagavata Purana, 
etc., "aham brahmasca sarvasca jagatah karanatrayam", 
both the statements make it clear that there's another 
principle with pranava as its deity which is higher than the 
images of the gunas which are known as the triad of causes 
which are the three deities presiding over the tanmatras. 
The Bhagavata, the Visnu Puranas, etc., understand the 
Supreme Brahma which is beyond the three images by the 
statements "sattvamrajastameti . . . sattvatandranmamsyuh" 
and "brahmavisnusiva ... brahmasaktayah". Also, it is 
indisputable that Brahman which is the cause of the world 
is the Consciousness modified by Maya. And Brahma, 
Visnu and Rudra are the form of consciousness modified 
by their specific qualities. This is indisputably accepted in 
the said Maitri Upanisad sentence in all the Puranas, and 
in the Tapanlyopanisad by the statement "saina citra ... 
brahmavisnusivarupinl". Therefore, it is appropriate that 
when there's a difference in the limiting adjunct that which 
is modified also becomes different. Therefore the view that 
Brahman who is the cause of the Universe and is modified 
by Maya is beyond the images of the gunas is written in 
stone. His form described as being with Uma is understood 
from the mantras in the Kaivalyopanisad, etc., such as 
"umasahayam paramesvaram prabhum" and "rtam satyam 
param brahma". And the fact that He is expressed by the 
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words "Siva", "Sambhu", "Rudra", "Isana", "Mahesvara", 
"Mahadeva", etc., is determined by the derivative meanings 
and usages seen in the Atharvasiras and Atharvasikha, etc. 
One should not suspect that Rudra with the attributes is the 
subject of discussion in the multitude of the said Upanisads 
because Rudra with attributes is mentioned everywhere 
together with Brahma and Narayana as one of His powers. 
One should not say that the word referring to Rudra as recited 
among the powers in that context is about another Rudra 
who's the part of Rudra with attributes. It is appropriate 
that the word "Rudra" recited in the proximity of Brahma 
and Visnu is about Rudra who is the Destroyer. This is as 
per the nyaya "yat praye sruyate . . . avagamyate". 

Now if you say that the Supreme Principle is not 
described as having a form because the mantras in the 
Kaivalyopanisad, etc., are about worship, and the worship 
can be explained by superimposing a form, it is not so. Even 
if the mantras are about worship according to the avirodhe 
devatadhikarananyaya, the establishment of the recognized 
meaning is unavoidable. One shouldn't doubt that there is a 
conflict with the sruti "apanipadam". If you accept that there 
is a conflict with the sruti which describes Nirguna Brahman, 
then there will be a predicament of not understanding the 
gunas such as satyakamatva, etc. If you say that this will 
be a favourable predicament, then there will be a conflict 
with the commentary on vyatiharadhikarana "yatha 
dhyanarthe'pi ... Isvarah prasidhyati". The justification of 
the statement by saying the attributes which are formed 
by Maya do not in reality create obstacle in understanding 
the higher principle as being free from attributes, is valid 
here also. The fact is that the bhasyakara first established 
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that the form is superimposed on the Supreme Principle in 
the commentary on the sutra "rupopanyasacca". After the 
commentary on the sutra, there began different explanations 
because others did not consider the explanation as correct 
or appropriate because Brahman is without form, is 
with the intention that there will be a conflict with the 
Mundakopanisad which is about Brahman with attributes. 
And therefore the superimposition of a form on Brahman 
cannot be reconciled. Elsewhere he has mentioned the 
existence of a form of Supreme Brahman with the words 
"syat paramesvarasyapi ... sadhakanugrahartham". The 
sutrakara who has explained the similarity of the enjoyment 
of Brahman and those who adhere by the grasp of the ego 
in enjoyment on the sutra "bhogamatrasamyalingacca". 
The word enjoyment is well-known in the sense of the 
enjoyment of objects which are dependent upon the body. 
Now if there's no contradiction with another proof, the 
meaning of the words can be understood from the words 
referring to something else. But here there is a conflict 
with another sruti if you accept a permanent fourth form 
for Brahman other than the three forms. Because having 
introduced the Supreme Brahman modified by Maya, the 
Maitrl Upanisad mentions the three forms as the intial 
forms of the supreme form by the statement "tasya prokta 
visnuriti". Now if there's an earlier form of Brahman, 
how can these be initial? Those born earlier are called the 
initial. Therefore there is no fourth form of the Supreme to 
the exclusion of the three forms. It can be determined by the 
1 1 sage by the elders describing Brahman as having form is on 
that basis only. The statements of the Bhagavata describing 
the ascetic practices of Atri support this same meaning. 
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There, having introduced the asceticism of Atri and having 
mentioned his wish for the fruit by the statement "saranam 
tarn . . . cintyam", it proceeds to explain that when all three 
gods, Brahma, Visnu and Rudra, quickly appeared there 
for giving a boon, Atri praised them, saluted them with all 
proper rites and asked "eko mayeha bhagavan . . . vismayo 
me." They answered "yatha krtaste . . . dhyayasi te vayam." 
Here it is clearly revealed that there's no other fourth image 
of the Supreme that is other than the three images and is the 
locus of the manifestation of all the powers of sovereignty. 
If it had been so, then there would have been a predicament 
that the Supreme would have appeared in that form only. 
Otherwise there will be a conflict in explaining that the sage 
is a person of true resolve. It is impossible to say it here that 
as in the Gajendra vimocana episode, the manifestation is in 
the form assumed because of the devotion of the mediator. 
If it had been so, then the question "eko mayeha . . . vismayo 
me" becomes invalid. Therefore it is not appropriate to 
accept the form of the fourth. 

Here it is said the fourth image qualified by having Uma 
as a companion is understood from the letters of the mantra 
"Umasahayam", etc. It is not possible to say that image 
also is superimposed for the sake of meditation. In the 
Samana chapter of the Chandogyopanisad while using the 
gunopasamhara nyaya. Brahman that is to be worshipped 
is mentioned as the image derived from the letters of the 
said mantra. It also mentions with the statement "esa atma 
apahatapapma" that atman does not have the attributes of 
old age, death, hunger, thirst, etc., which invariably apply 
to those with forms. If there is no form of the fourth, such 
denial will be a denial of something that is not applicable. 
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One shouldn't say that the qualities of not having old 
age, etc., are also superimposed like having the form, etc., 
only for the purpose of worship. The statement "asmin 
kamassamahitah" makes it clear that those qualities are not 
superimposed. 

Now if you say that the qualities of not having old 
age, etc., should not be worshipped as qualities of a form. 
Ihe statement "esa atma apahatapapma" [Chandogya 
Upanisad VIII: 1:5 and Maitrl Upanisad VII:7], etc., mentions 
Ihe qualities of atman and reads its qualities together 
with satyakamatva, etc. Even though old age, etc., are not 
applicable in the case of atman, still the qualities of being free 
from old age, etc., are self-evident with regard to the atman. 
Therefore, these qualities are referred to as the subject of 
worship like the qualities of not having old age, etc., which 
are heard in the chapter on Nirguna like the prohibition of 
anuyaja, etc., during the atithya or for praise. 

All of the aforementioned is not so. When according 
to the sarvavedantapratyayanyaya only Brahman that is 
endowed with a form becomes the subject of worship, the 
attributes such as not having old age etc. can be construed 
only as attributes of a form because of the appropriateness 
and by following the elaboration made in statements such 
as "tasyopari Sivam ... sobhanam". In that case also, it is 
possible to understand the attributes of atman through 
those attributes. The mention of His name together with His 
attributes can be understood as in the statements "trilocanam 
nilakantham prasantam" and "buddhiman . . . mahabahuh". 
And that which is being repeated for the purpose of inj unction 
by the statement "tasminyadantanventavyam" cannot be for 
I he sake of praising. Therefore by referring to the qualities of 
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form such as not having old age, etc., as existing naturally, 
and by enjoining that they are the subjects of worship, it is 
determined that they are not superimposed. Therefore the 
image of the fourth should certainly be accepted. Thus it is 
said in the Suta Samhita "Umardhvigraha . . . sasvatlsrutih". 
The Parasara Purana beginning with "saksatparatarasyaiva 
samba candrardhasekhara" and ending with 
"Brahmavisnumahesanah ... dhyayanti nirantaram" also 
says that. Thus in the statement "ya eno'ntaraditye ... 
puruso drsyate" refers to Him as being in the centre of the 
Sun as though well-known. Otherwise, there will be no 
explanation of the dialogue of Brahman with the gods heard 
of in the Kenopanisad and the Atharvasiras. The statement 
"ajatamimamevaikam ... daksinam mukham" by Vayu 
which elaborates by excluding others and by mentioning 
Him as being without birth. It clarifies the quality of 
beginninglessness of the form. The Svetasvataropanisad 
statement "ajata ityeva . . . pahi nityam" is the proof in the 
acceptance of the divine form of God. That these statements 
are about the form of the fourth will be explained in those 
further contexts as they come. Moreover, the Puranas 
describe Him as being with a form in the chapters on the 
discussion of Paramasiva everywhere which proves that 
He has a form. One should not suspect here that it will be 
proved because the subject of these statements is Rudra 
with attributes. 

In all those Puranas which uphold the supremacy of 
Siva, He is described as being higher than the three causes. 
There's no proof for accepting the higher fourth as other 
than Him. Thus, in the first part of the Kurma Purana, 
upon praising Brahma, Visnu and Rudra, it is said "ebhyah 
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parataro ... santida sada". In the latter part also it is said 
"sarvasameva saktlnam ... bhedaste pariklrtitah". The Siva 
Purana says "srste pravartako ... Siva paramakaranam". 
The Skanda Purana says "brahmavisnusca rudrasca ... 
sarvakaranamlsvarah". Thus the statements in the Linga, 
Surya, Padma, Garuda, Brahmanda, Sivadharma Puranas 
also should be seen. Some of them will be cited later on, 
and one can see that they are clearly of the same opinion. 
For the fear of over-extension, they are not being cited 
here. Therefore, it is proved on the basis of many srutis 
that the Supreme Brahman has a form. In order to reconcile 
with this view, the word "tanu" in the MaitrayanI sruti 
should be understood as referring to a part based on the 
statement "rajaso'msa" and the word "agraya" meaning 
"initial" should be explained as being initial in comparison 
to other images of Brahma, etc., that have a beginning. Or 
in the Panini Sutra 5:4:93 "agrakhyayamusarah", the word 
"agra" is known to be in the sense of primary or prominent. 
Therefore one should explain the word "agrya" to mean that 
were born in the primary form of Paramasiva, because the 
three forms were born in the form of Paramasiva. Although 
in the section beginning with the words "bhave chhandasi" 
| Panini Sutra 4:4: 1 10], the suffix "yat" is prescribed by the rule 
"agradyat" [Panini Sutra 4:4:116], the meaning of "bhava" is 
"existence" not "birth" because there are separate sections 
of "tatra bhavah" [Panini Sutra 4:3:53] and "tatra jatah" 
| Panini Sutra 4:3:25]. In a statement such as "namah katyaya 
. . sarvasyaya ca" meaning "salute him who is related to 
the whole to the lower ground, salute him who is related 
to the pools and the ponds" because of the existence of the 
Supreme God in the wholes, etc., the suffix in the meaning 
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of existence is seen. In the smrti "nasato vidyate bhavah" 
it is understood that the effect that is produced exists in 
the place where it is caused. In this case also, the suffix in 
the sense of existence is not contradictory. The suffix in the 
sense of existence is seen elsewhere also in the sense of birth 
as in "uravya", "uruja", etc. In the dialogue between Siva 
and Raghava in the words "ya ekah sasvato devo ... trln 
putranasrjatprabhuh", the three images are shown as born 
in the body of Paramasiva. The said Bhagavata statement 
intends to say that "it is difficult to view the image of 
Paramasiva because it is extremely esoteric. Therefore in 
order somehow to fulfill the wishes of Atri, He appeared in 
the three incarnations of Soma, etc., and He appeared in the 
form of three images in order to support the functioning of 
the world." Therefore there is no conflict. 

In the Siva Purana, Brahma while describing Siva's 
greatness mentioned the difficulty in attaining the vision of 
the image of Paramasiva by the statement "aprakrtavapuh 
. . . varjitah" and says "hariscaham ca rudraSca . . . 
darsanakanksinah". Now one may say let there be a form of 
the Supreme, even then the words Siva, Bhava, etc. which 
are expressive of Rudra who has attributes can also be used 
to express the Supreme Self because there is no difference in 
the entity. Therefore one should not accept that the Supreme 
is the subject of those words. 

If you say so, then it is not so. Derivative meaning of 
those names is well-known as referring to Brahman that has 
become contaminated by the specific images such as having 
a blue throat, etc. In the Atharvasiras, Atharvasikha etc., the 
words "Mahesvara", "Mahadeva", etc., are explained as 
His names. Therefore it should be accepted that Brahman is 
expressed by the words Siva, etc. 
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Now if the Purusa, who is in the company of Uma and 
whose image is coloured with the description of having 
three eyes, etc., the subject of worship in the form of linga, 
etc., and has having many kinds of greatness in the Puranas 
about Siva, is the Supreme Brahman, then who is the third, 
i.e. Destroyer, after Brahma the Creator and Narayana 
the Preserver, and what is his name and form which the 
Purana describes him? It can be said that whichever kind 
of form Supreme §iva has, and whatever his names are, the 
Destroyer also has the same form and same names. Thus 
it is said in the Suta Samhita that "taptayahpindavadvipra 
. . suvratah". In the Siva Purana also, having praised the 
greatness of Rudra, the presiding deity of Destruction, it is 
said "sa esa bhagavan ... tadajnaparipalakah". Although 
there's no Purana which describes Him to the exclusion 
of everything else, even then because of the immediate 
proximity. He is mentioned in the Puranas which are about 
Paramasiva as has been illustrated immediately in the Siva 
I ’urana. Also, Parasara said "mahesvarapuranani . . . vadanti 
ca mahamune". Thus He is worshipped in the linga, etc., in 
the same place where Paramasiva manifests. Thus because 
of the similarity of name and form, etc., Paramasiva and 
Rudra with attributes are clearly understood to be very close 
to each other than Brahma and Visnu. Therefore they are 
treated without any difference in the Puranas, etc. Saivas 
take great pride in them and refer to their qualities, conduct, 
etc., as the same. Therefore some cannot distinguish between 
the two even now. 

Now among the images of $iva described in the Puranas, 
etc., which are of Paramasiva and which are of Rudra with 
attributes. Some say that the form with the blissful dance. 
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i.e., Anandatandavesvara, the second being Daksinamurti 
and the third one being Ardhanarlsvara in the dancing 
posture. Only those forms are of Paramasiva. Other forms 
are of Rudra who's endowed with guna. We do not like 
it, because in Yogayajnavalkya, Paramasiva is mentioned 
in the form of the five-faced Sadasiva with the words 
"akasevayumaropya . . . siksitaih" after saying "prthivyam 
vayumaropya ... suprasannamanusmaran". In the Vayu 
Samhita while prescribing the ritual worship of Yogesvara, 
the five-faced image is mentioned in the same manner. In 
the Kurma Purana, in the description of the cutting off of 
the fifth head of Brahma by Siva, the latter's image as sitting 
with Uma as His consort and holding the trident weapon 
is mentioned with the words "athanvapasyadgirisam ... 
sanatanam". Therefore according to the instruction of 
the teachers of the Agamas, other forms of Paramasiva 
should also be accepted. They are not shown here because 
judgement about them is very secret and can be understood 
only with the instruction by a guru. Thus it is established 
that Brahman is the fourth cause of the Universe. This 
Brahman is that one who has Uma as His companion and 
the moon on His head. 

Now from some statements it can be understood that 
Brahman who is beyond the three forms and who has Maya as 
his limiting adjunct, is Narayana. Thus in the Visnu Purana it 
is said that "brahma daksadayah . . . janardanavibhutayah". 
Similarly, there are statements in the Bhagavata and the 
Brhannaradlya Puranas. This meaning has been explained 
in the prapancasaropakrama in the question and answer 
session between the three forms and the best purusa on 
the couch of sena. One can understand this meaning as 
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I Msed directly on the sruti because Nrsimha is named as the 
fourth in the Uttaratapanlya and Purvatapanlya. Brahma, 
etc., are enumerated in the manifestations of Nrsimha in the 
statements beginning with "brahma ... prakrtirvidya" and 
ending with "sarvam yo ... tasmai te namah". Then how 
you determine that Paramasiva is the fourth. Here it is said 
t hat the fourth leg of Vaisvanara, etc., is heard to be without 
attributes. In the Uttaratapanlya, Hari is not the Supreme 
endowed with forms without attributes. If you object that 
the Self is without attributes, then there's a sruti "Sivam 

s.tntam " Thus the fourth is Siva alone. The anusthub is 

the indriyannyaya, or let the fourth step of the Self be in 
N rsimha. If it is said like that, he will not be saying that Hari 
is beyond the three images endowed with qualities. 

The consort of Uma whose connection with the 
statement is understood from being in the same reading 
which mentions vidya from the statement of Siva "mamaiva 
. samjnita". That Siva is counted separately from the 
Irimurtis and from the fiftieth purusa joined with Prakrti 
according to the Kurma Purana statement "yojayami ... 
pancavimsakam". That Sambhu in the form of Brahman 
which is limited by Maya, who is beyond the three forms 
is established by many different srutis from Atharvasikha, 
etc. This is acceptable to us also. 

The statement from the Purvatapanlya is not capable of 
discarding the above statements and establishing Visnu as 
Brahman. Therefore the author begins to indicate that Siva 
who is inherent in the three forms is the self of all entities. Or 
Siva begins to count Visnu also among his powers as in the 
statement of Krsna "vrsninam vasudevo'smi" [Bhagavadgita 
X:37]. Or because the statement "atha kairmantraih ... 
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devam studhvam" contains the prologue and epilogue, 
it is understood to be an eulogy. Or the author should be 
led by explaining that in the case of Nrsimha who is His 
Incarnation, the statement "virincinarayanasankaratmane" 
mentions Nrsimha as the soul of Brahma, etc., in order to 
praise Him. A similar eulogistic statement has been made 
in the case of the Sun as well. Thus the statements from the 
Puranas become meaningful by understanding Visnu as 
higher than Aniruddha, etc., also. Those statements are not 
capable of establishing Visnu as higher than the three forms. 
Thus Rudra, Visnu and Druhina are the manifestations of 
6iva. They also have manifestations which are appointed in 
the Destruction, Preservation and Creation of the world as 
is known from Vayu Samhita, etc. The three manifestations 
of Brahma are Virat, Kala and Purusa. Visnu's three 
manifestations are known as Sankarsana, Pradyumna 
and Aniruddha. And Rudra's three manifestations are 
Hara, Mrda and Bhava. Now these manifestations are the 
intermediate authorities in Creation, etc., like Daksa, Manu, 
Antaka, etc. Thus, statements which mention Visnu as 
higher than the three forms can be understood as mentioning 
Visnu as higher than His three own manifestations. The 
mention of manifestations by the names Brahma, etc., can 
be explained by their having authority over Creation, etc., 
which is common to Brahma. In the Kurma Purana their 
names are seen in that manner in the passage "eka bhagavatl 
... purusah srstikarika". The statement pertaining to the 
three forms of Brahma should also be explained in a similar 
fashion. Thus in Vayu Samhita having introduced Brahma 
by the statement "tadande'smin ... brahmasamjnitah", 
and having shown his manifestations by tridha vibhajya 
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tribhissvayam", the divisions of the gunas, those 
manifestations are shown by the statement "sattvam rajasca 

tridha vibhoh". In that verse also, the words Brahma, 
etc., are used in the sense of those manifestations. 

Now then, the statements which mention 6iva as higher 
than the three forms also refer to His being higher than 
Khava, Mrda and Hara who are manifestations of the Rudra 
of Destruction. Therefore, let the Rudra of Destruction be 

I he 6iva of whom you are thinking of. There is no proof of 

I I is being higher than the three images of gunas. 

If you say that, it is not so. In the Siva Purana, the statement 
"srjatyasenamlsasya ... bhinnastu raksati" mentions that 
Brahma, Visnu and Rudra together with their manifestations 
perform their functions at the behest of Siva. In it the ritual 
worship of Yogesvara, it is enjoined that Brahma, Visnu and 
Rudra who cover their own manifestations be worshipped 
in the covering of Siva. The Yogayajnavalkya introduces the 
well-known Brahma, etc., by discoursing on their forms, etc., 
and mentions Sadasiva as higher than them. Therefore it is 
proven that he is higher than the three forms. Then, in Visnu 
i’urana, Brahma says "yasya prasadadahamacyutasya", etc. 
I rom that statement how can Visnu's superiority to the 
three forms not be established. In the statement of Brahma, 
the use of the word "aham" is not applicable to Aniruddha. 
If you say so, that is not so, because Aniruddha is the 
presiding deity of the ego-principle. As in the statement 
"vaikarika . . . tridha", the use of the word "aham" mentioned 
only by a part of the name can be explained. Even if the 
word "aham" refers to the speaker, it can be explained as 
referring to Pradyumna as He is referred to by the term 
"Purusa" in "yasmacca madhye . . . puranah". Based on that 
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one term, it cannot explain that Visnu who is not arrived 
at from the srutis is higher than the three images. In Visnu 
Purana itself, having praised Narayana who is the subject 
of discussion of that Purana, He is mentioned as latter to 
Brahma who is the cause of the world by the statement "sa 
parah sarvasaktinam . . . samantarah". In the introduction to 
the Bhagavata Purana, listening to the tales of God, etc., is 
presented by "tasmadekena manasa ... nityada". Then the 
question arises as to Who is God? The Bhagavata answers 
that the question reiterating that the benevolent part of the 
Supreme God which is characterized by the sattva guna by 
the verse "sattvam rajas tamah" etc., and by explaining that 
He should always be worshipped as explained before. It 
goes on to explain "bhejire munayo'thagre" as revealing the 
gradual process of salvation as a result of worshipping Him. 
Then it describes Him as the subject of all the Scriptures or 
Vedas, and mentions by the statement "jagrhe paurusam 
rupam" that He assumed various forms for sport. By the 
statement "etan nanavataranam nidanam bljamavyayam" 
it shows that His is the original form of all the incarnations 
of Visnu. It has been explained that the part of the Supreme 
Purusa qualified by sattva is itself the Supreme Principle 
of Visnu. The Parasara Purana mentions by the statement 
"mahesvarapuranani", etc., that the saivite puranas are 
about both the Supreme Siva [Paramasiva] and the Rudra 
of Destruction [samharasiva]. Then it mentions by the 
statement "vaisnavani puranani . . . caivanayadisa" that the 
Vaisnavite puranas end in Visnu who is in the three images, 
and he is the Supreme Reality. Therefore it is appropriate 
that the Supreme 6iva alone is the fourth image. That's the 
decision. 
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Or let there be the image of Narayana in the fourth 
category also. There is no rule that in the fourth category, 
there's only one form of Brahman. It is known that not 
all Saivite Puranas are harmonious with each other, and 
the statement by the noble ones "giriyamahurdevlm ... 
.igamavidah" indicates the existence of the form of Bhavani 
also. Here also it is understood in the same manner in 
a statement "pariskurvan sambam vapuh". But this is a 
manifestation of Bhavani the Supreme Power in the male 
form. The explanation of the Agamas is "ekaiva saktih 
. samare tu durga". Also, there is a statement "Umaya 
sa harih ... Siva smrta". The Brahmanda Purana says 
"prakrtistvam puman ... pancavaktrah pitamah". The 
Aditya Purana refers to her as the power of Siva by the 
verse "navayorvidyate bhedo ... tvamaham dinam". In the 
Kiirma, Vasistha, Linga and Aditya Puranas among others, 
there is a description that Siva and Narayana entered the 
forest of Devadaru as husband and wife. In that context 
it is said "ya tasya parsvaga ... harih." The Linga Purana 
clearly explains that Visnu is the field of Siva by "esa bljl . . . 
yonyamandamajayate". Siva and Kesava are near each other 
as linga and ksetra in the Sivanabha linga form. Its meaning 
is clarified by the characteristic of Hari as being the left half 
in the form made up of both Hari and Hara together. There 
is a statement by the noble ones saying "yo'yam cakasti . . . 
pratipadayanti". Thus, Narayana in the fourth category 
is subordinate to Siva like Bhavani. Therefore there is no 
conflict in establishing the form of Siva as the Supreme 
Almighty. 

"In determining the Supreme Reality of Visnu, two 
opinions have been put forth. Good wise men should 
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consider and accept whatever is appropriate. In both the 
views it is stated that God Siva, the beloved of Ambika, the 
first among all the images of Brahman, the Lord of the World 
has Brahma, Visnu and Hara as His parts as Bhairava, etc., 
are the parts of Hara, and as Matsya, etc., are of Srlpati." 

It is proven that Siva is higher than all other gods. This 
view is based on the rules about the statements concerning 
6iva propounded by the noblemen. All those statements have 
a strong basis, and are understood to be valid. Statements 
about other gods are heard in srutis and smrtis. Those that 
contain similar words are understood to be gunavadas. 
For example, in determining which ritual more weighty, 
would Agnihotra be the same as Agnistoma though both 
are similar sounding? Although the Mahabharata is 
shown as more prominent than the Vedas in the statement 
"bharatam sarvavedasca . . . bharatam", would it be more 
important than all the Vedas? It has been determined by 
justifiable statements such as "matimanthanamavesya ... 
Mahabharatacandramah" that the Vedas are the foundation 
of the Mahabharata. The statements describing the 
superiority of the Mahabharata are understood as 
arthavadas. Even then, those wicked men who are foolish 
and have become very bold by the study of non-Vedic 
opinions have become deluded. They think that "Let this 
Sankara, the Lord of Illusions, be different than those who 
are defined by sattva etc. Even then, let the sovereignty 
rest elsewhere. It is said that this understanding or process 
is based on srutis in Atharvasikha, etc. However, if those 
srutis are interpreted as having a different meaning, it 
cannot be proven. Therefore, I will explain in order all the 
srutis with their interpretations as describing the Lord as 
the Supreme. 
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VERSE 14 

"O Lord having discarded all gods such as Brahma etc. 
Atharvasikha decided that you are the Lord of All, the Cause 
of All, and the Highest. The other gods have limited powers 
and were created together with other beings. You're the 
object of meditation by the good people. O Siva, even then a 
very childish person becomes deluded." 

In Atharvasikha, after following the question arising in 
I he introduction "kimtaddhyanam ... kasca dhyeyah", 
.tiler the discussion on meditation and meditator, it is 
stated for determining the object of meditation beginning 
with the statement "dhyayitenanam ... sambhurakasa- 
mudhye", and ending with the statement "Siva eko dhyeyah 
samapta'tharvasikha". Here the word 'Tsana" which is 
in the sense of Paramasiva, by the convention of derivation 
i s possible to understand as capable of by the rule of Panini 
Sutra 3:2:129. By derivation it refers to the natural and the 
highest sovereignity. By convention, it refers to the Supreme 
Siva. Atharvasikha refers to that object of description by the 
word "Isana" with the intention that those who wish for the 
In-st should meditate upon Paramasiva whose sovereignty 
is all transcendent. 

Now the term "pradhyayitavyam" is a praise because 
Siva is extremely worthy of meditation. Therefore are the 
other gods not like Him? Is that why such determination? 
In order to suggest that that's correct, the Atharvasikha 
mentions the four, i.e. Brahma, Visnu, Rudra and Indra as 
prominent in all the world in the form of gods and men. It 
suggests that their sovereignty is limited. As an explanation 
and by citing it together with dipaka by ending in the 
statement "sarvamidamityarabhya saha bhutaih" it shows 
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them as having the beginning by comparing them with the 
elements and senses. If it is so, then Paramasiva also would 
be considered as being created, and he will not be the object 
of meditation as the others are not. Suspecting this objection, 
it is said "na karanam karananam dhata dhyata". 

The term "prasuyate" is connected by changing the 
plural "samprasuyante" into singular. Thus the meaning is 
that "on the strength of the mention of the birth of Brahma 
etc., Isana who is their cause as proved from its meaning, 
who is the Bearer, Creator and Mediator of Brahma, Visnu, 
Rudra, Kala, etc., who are mentioned in the Mantras and the 
Upanisads as the causes, and who intends to bring about 
the initial creation is not bom from anyone." Although 
through this only this much is understood that the cause of 
Brahma, etc., as understood from the meaning is not created. 
But that is not Isana. Still He is established as the object of 
meditation. Brahma, etc., are shown to have defects which 
show that Brahma, etc., are not the objects of meditation. In 
that case, if there are imperfections in Him, He also would 
not be the object of meditation. In order to remove this 
doubt that arises on this occasion, the possibility of having 
any imperfection should be rejected there. Otherwise by 
abandoning sentences in the middle and by accepting 
the sentences such as "visnurupamsu yastavyah" as an 
injunction of a sacrifice, there will not be the avoidance 
of many faults caused by the immediate reference to two 
purodasas mentioned at the beginning. As in that case, 
there is a shadow of the intervening statement. Here also 
there would be a predicament of the irreconcilability of 
the statements. The faults seen in the case of Brahma, etc., 
become resolved in the case of Isana just by the manner of 
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Hu! arrangement of the sentences. On the strength of the 
elimination of those defects in the case of Brahma, etc., as 
obtained from the meaning, it is understood that Isana is 
tint cause of Brahma, etc. Therefore it is determined that the 
absence of birth of Isana only is introduced there. 

The words "dhatr" and "dhyatr" which are used here 
m a purely derivative meaning are construed with the 
word "tu" in "karanantu". That seems to be the beginning 
of a sentence. The words "dhatr" and "dhyatr" which 
are construed in the same sentence have no gender of 
their own, and therefore can take the gender of another, 
therefore there will be a predicament that these two words 
will be neuters because they will take the gender of the 
word "karana" that appears established in the same locus. 
When the masculine gender is heard, there is an expectation 
that the object that the word qualifies will be masculine. 
When there is a possibility of connecting the words that are 
beard nearby and are favourable to construct the expected 
meaning, there is no understanding of the elliptical meaning 
« >1 another dissimilar word. The connection with the word 
"Isana" is necessary. Therefore it is determined that because 
Siva is mentioned as the established cause of Brahma, etc., 
.is is proved by His powers, the subject that is discussed 
is i he beginninglessness of Siva. Therefore in the following 
sentence, the word "karanam" is in the same grammatical 
declensional case as the word "Sambhu". The words "tatra 
akvsa madhye" mention the place of worship which means 
the "Abode of Parasiva" in the form of Infinite Space. 
Because of that, it is understood that in the heart space and 
In the circle of the Sun, etc., wherever there is meditation of 
Siva, in all those places one should observe Kailasa made up 



176 Who is the Supreme God, Visnu or Siva? 

of the flame and meditate upon Siva as being in the middle 
of it. The term "Sarvesvara" is used as the name of Siva. In 
the Tapanlya usage "omkaram sarvesvaram dvadasante" 
and in the Puranas, the term "Sarvesvara" is used as a name 
and not as an ancient adjective which means "endowed 
with all powers". Otherwise there will be a predicament of 
repetition. Or by understanding in the word "sarvesvara" 
in the derivative sense, by understanding the latter term 
in the conventional sense, and by understanding both 
terms together in both senses, there will be a problem of 
repetition. Therefore it indicates its own meaning. In the 
statement "ravikirananugrhitani ... kamalani", the latter 
word "kamala" refers to the attributes of lotus. Therefore, 
Sambhu is not merely without a beginning, cause of Brahma, 
etc., and endowed with immeasurable powers, but He is 
expressed by the word "Sarvesvara", i.e., the Lord of All, 
which is specific to Him only. Therefore, He is the Lord of 
All. That is the meaning. 

This is the logical explanation of His having sovereignty 
over all. In this manner it becomes shown that one should 
meditate upon Siva only by abandoning Brahma, etc. This 
is the meaning the sruti explains by literally speaking 
"Sivaikodhyeyah", etc. Thus the elaborations themselves 
explain the meaning of this sruti. Similarly, in the chapter 
determining the prominence of Siva over all in the Siva 
Purana, it is said "yasmat ... akasamadhyagah". In this 
passage in the first verse beginning with "sarvam idam" 
and showing the meaning with "saha bhutaih", although 
the meaning that they are born from Siva, is not directly 
expressed in the original sentence, still itbecomes established 
on the strength of the study of the next sentence. Having 
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established that, the term "yasmat" is used. By the second 
v « • i so it is shown that "na karanam karananam dhata dhyata" 
l*> one sentence and connected with the same action. By the 
third verse, "namna sarvesvara svayam", he establishes 
l In 1 word "Sarvesvara" as a name of Siva or shows that 
the uncommon name expressed by the word "Sarvesvara" 
Itself informs of His sovereignty over all. Thus, he avoids 
the repitition. 

I n the hymn of Siva composed by Krsna in the Harivamsa 
il is said "aham brahma .. tvamidyah". Here the mention 
ol Kapila, etc., is for summarizing the meaning of other 
• I utis such as "rsim prasutam kapilam yastamagre". The 
■ onnection is between "evam" and "karanatma" because 
ol the showing of the kind of causality. Thus, He is the 
I ord of everyone because He is the cause of Brahma, etc. 
I herefore, He is venerated by everyone. In this manner, the 
i onnection of the causality, etc., as the describer and the 
■•object of discussion is clarified. Thus one can cite examples 
ol elaborations seen in the Brahmanda Purana, etc., such 
•is "brahmavisnvagni ... sarve mahesvara". Thus Ssiva has 
I »et»n established as the Lord of All in the sruti itself with the 
exclusion of all other gods such as Brahma, etc. Therefore, 
to talk about any other god other than Him as the Lord of 
All is the delusion of childish people. 

Now the unlimited sovereignty of other deities also is 
beard in the srutis such as "Hiranyagarbhah . . . patirekasit", 
"indro yatovasitasya ... uttarah" and "agniragre ... 
ilevatanam". So the issue is that many beings cannot be 
I he Lord of All in an alternative manner because there 
i • no alternative in reality. It cannot be explained away 
through aggregation because there will be a predicament 
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of their being Lords over each other. Also, not with the 
arrangement according to the division of time through 
kalpas. In that view, the sovereignty of all deities would be 
limited by time, and therefore there would be a predicament 
that no one will be the Lord of All. Therefore, all should 
accept that in such statements some are about the directly 
perceived meaning, and some are otherwise indicative. 
There the statements referring to this are about the meaning 
that is directly perceived. The statements which are about 
other are indicative of something else. They should be 
established according to elaboration because it is not 
possible to establish them by the rules designed by our own 
intelligence because of the boundaries of the intellect of men 
are not properly established. Therefore it is not possible to 
establish the meaning based on the rules propounded by 
the intellect of men. Thus, there is a statement by Vyasa 
saying "bibhetyalpasrutadvedo ... syanmahatmanam". 
Thus, based on the strength of many elaborations that are 
already cited and will be cited later on, Atharvasikha is 
about that which is understood by direct perception. Other 
srutis which describe the sovereignty of other deities, and 
which do not have similar elaborations, should be justifiably 
understood as being about the limited sovereignty of those 
specific deities which is not in conflict with other proofs. 

The Reality is this. He who is not satisfied without 
thinking of the strength and weakness of logic, for such 
a person also, the author establishes the strength of this 
sruti. 



